
California 
Fair Political 
Practices Commission 

Ms. Mary Hudson, Counsel 
California Coastal Commission 
631 Howard street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Ms. Hudson: 

June 5, 1986 

Re: Your Request for Formal 
written Advice on Behalf of 
Madelyn Glickfeld, Coastal 
Commissioner Alternate; 
Our File No. A-86-113 

Your request for advice is a composite of three letters and 
several telephone conversations with you and with Ms. Glickfeld 
over a period of time, together with numerous other materials 
submitted with your correspondence. Oral advice has been 
previously provided regarding Ms. Glickfeld's participation as 
to certain agenda items at the Coastal Commission's May 13-14 
meeting. The purpose of this letter is to provide you and 
Ms. Glickfeld with long-term guidance as to future decisions; 
as such, it is rendered in a timely manner. 

FACTS 

Ms. Glickfeld is a professional planner and the principal 
in the consulting firm, MJG Incorporated. Until very recently, 
she has been MJG's only employee. In March 1986, MJG employed 
a part-time clerical worker and had previously contracted with 
another clerical worker to provide clerical services to MJG. 
Since 1977, MJG has contracted with various state and local 
governmental agencies to provide them with consulting and 
planning services. 

The first concern about potential conflicts of interest 
under the Political Reform Act arises from Ms. Glickfeld's 
business relationship with the state Coastal Conservancy, a 
state agency which carries out resources protection, 
restoration, and enhancement programs in the coastal zone. 
(See Division 21, (commencing with section 31000) Pub. Res. 
Code. ) 
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In December 1985, MJG entered into a contract to provide 
consulting services to the state Coastal Conservancy 
("Conservancy") for $25,000. MJG will advise the Conservancy 
on potential coastal restoration projects for areas along the 
coast which are subdivided but mostly or entirely undeveloped. 
Two specific subdivision restoration projects identified in the 
contract are at Swanton Road in santa Cruz County and Wavecrest 
in Half Moon Bay. The contract provides that MJG will 
inventory all past Conservancy lot consolidation programs, 
review potential coastal restoration projects, and perform a 
survey of restoration techniques for local governments. MJG 
must also review draft programs and guidelines and develop two 
model projects. At this time, Ms. Glickfeld knows with 
reasonable certainty that, in addition to the Swanton Road and 
Wavecrest areas, certain other geographic areas are likely to 
be involved in her work pursuant to this contract. The 
possibility also exists that she may work on other areas not 
yet identified. A copy of this contract was enclosed with your 
March 25 letter. 

In addition to the extant contract with the Conservancy, 
Ms. Glickfeld hopes that MJG will enter into future contracts 
for consulting services to the Conservancy. At this time it is 
not possible to predict whether there will be any such 
contracts or, if there are, what geographic areas will be 
involved in the contract work. However, as further discussed 
below, in some instances it may be possible for Ms. Glickfeld 
to surmise that certain areas have the potential of providing 
future work for MJG through Conservancy contracts. 

As an alternate Coastal Commissioner, Ms. Glickfeld will 
sit and act in the capacity of a coastal commissioner when the 
principal appointee cannot attend a Coastal Commission 
meeting. Among the Coastal Commission's responsibilities is 
the review and approval of all coastal restoration projects the 
State Coastal Conservancy proposes to undertake. Future 
projects to be reviewed by the Coastal Commission will include 
those developed as a consequence of MJG's work under the extant 
contract. 

The Coastal Commission also reviews coastal permits and 
local coastal programs (LCPs). Through these processes the 
Coastal Commission sometimes identifies resource protection or 
restoration projects which may be needed in problem areas such 
as degraded wetlands or inappropriately located subdivisions. 
Frequently these projects are undertaken by the Conservancy, 
and it is possible that some of them may be the subject of 
future MJG consulting contracts with the Conservancy. It may 
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be important to note that virtually all such problem areas and 
their need for correction have already been identified in 
previous Coastal Commission actions - generally, either through 
partial approvals of LCPs (with action on the problem areas 
deferred for later solution) or through action approving the 
work programs underlying the LCPs. 

QUESTIONS 

Based upon this information, you have requested that we 
advise Ms. Glickfeld whether she must disqualify herself from 
voting upon: (1) matters, such as the Coastal Conservancy's 
Wavecrest Restoration Project, which she knows she will be . 
working upon under her existing Coastal Conservancy contracti 
(2) any matter which she might work upon pursuant to the 
existing Coastal Conservancy contracti and (3) any matter which 
she believes she might work upon pursuant to any future 
contract between MJG and the Coastal Conservancy. 

ANALYSIS 

The Political Reform Act (the "Act").!! requires that public 
officials disqualify themselves from making, participating in 
making, or using their official positions to influence 
governmental decisions in which they have a financial 
interest. section 87100. What constitutes a financial 
interest is set out in section 87103, as follows: 

An official has a financial interest in a 
decision within the meaning of section 87100 if 
it is reasonably foreseeable that the decision 
will have a material financial effect, 
distinguishable from its effect on the public 
generally, on the official or a member of his 
or her immediate family or on: 

(a) Any business entity in which the public 
official has a direct or indirect investment 
worth one thousand dollars ($1,000) or more. 

1/ Government Code Sections 81000-91015. All statutory 
references are to the Government Code unless other#ise 
indicated. Because contracts are involved here, I have advised 
you to seek advice from the Attorney General regarding possible 
section 1090 issues and you are in the process of doing that. 
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(b) Any real property in which the public 
official has a direct or indirect interest 
worth one thousand dollars ($1,000) or more. 

(c) Any source of income, other than gifts and 
other than loans by a commercial lending 
institution in the regular course of business 
on terms available to the public without regard 
to official status, aggregating two hundred 
fifty dollars ($250) or more in value provided 
to, received by or promised to the public 
official within 12 months prior to the time 
when the decision is made. 

(d) Any business entity in which the public 
official is a director, officer, partner, 
trustee, employee, or holds any position of 
management. 

(e) Any donor of, or any intermediary or agent 
for a donor of, a gift or gifts aggregating two 
hundred fifty dollars ($250) or more in value 
provided to, received by, or promised to the 
public official within 12 months prior to the 
time when the decision is made. 

For purposes of this section, indirect 
investment or interest means any investment or 
interest owned by the spouse or dependent child 
of a public official, by an agent on behalf of 
a public official, or by a business entity or 
trust in which the official, the official's 
agents, spouse, and dependent children own 
directly, indirectly, or beneficially a 
10-percent interest or greater. 

Ms. Glickfeld and her husband are the 100% owners of the 
business entity MJG, Incorporated. section 82005. She 
presumably has an investment in MJG of $1,000 or more. section 
87103(a). It is also a source Qf income to her. section 
87103(c). In addition, sources of income to the business 
entity will be treated as sources of income to her on a pro 
rata basis. sections 82030(a) and 87103(c). In this instance, 
as a 100% owner, 100% of the income of any customer/client of 
MJG is attributed to her. Lastly, she is an officer in MJG 
since she is the principal in the firm. section 87103(d). 
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As an alternate member of the California Coastal 
Commission, Ms. Glickfeld is a public official and makes or 
participates in making governmental decisions when she acts in 
that capacity. 

Thus, MS. Glickfeld will be required to disqualify herself 
as to any governmental decisions which will have a reasonably 
foreseeable material financial effect upon MJG, or upon any 
source of income to MJG in the amount of $250 or more during 
the preceding l2-month period, if the effect upon her economic 
interest will be distinguishable from the decisions' effect 
upon the public generally. 

It is clear that Ms. Glickfeld will be required to 
disqualify herself from any decision which will result in an 
increase or decrease in business to MJG of at least $10,000 in 
annualized gross revenues. See, 2 Cal. Adm. Code Section 
l8702.2(g) (1), copy enclosed;-and Thorner Opinion, 1 FPPC 
opinions 198, No. 75-089, December 4, 1975, copy enclosed. 
Also, disqualification would be required if MJG "appears" 
before the Coastal Commission on any matter. See, 2 Cal. Adm. 
Code section l8702.l(a) (1) & (2),(b). In this regard, you are 
reminded that as to contractual relationships, Section 1090, et 
~, may result in an absolute bar rather than mere -
disqualification. As noted earlier (fn. 1), you are pursuing 
advice from the Attorney General on this issue. 

With regard to Coastal Commission review of matters on 
which Ms. Glickfeld has worked or is working, if her work 
product is being considered/reviewed, disqualification would be 
required on the basis of the "nexus" between the purpose of her 
work and the governmental decision. See, 2 Cal. Adm. Code 
section 18702(b) (3) (B). -

Lastly, we turn to the issue of Coastal Commission 
decisions which may affect local governmental entities which 
have contracted with Ms. Glickfeld, but as to which decisions 
there is no reasonably foreseeable material financial effect 
upon her or upon MJG. In these instances the county, for 
instance, would be a source of income t.o MJG and, therefore, to 
Ms. Glickfeld within the past 12 months. However, decisions 
affecting the county are considered to affect a significant 
segment of the general public. In this case the people of the 
state would constitute the general public. A county government 
would represent a "significant segment" of the general 
public •. See, 2 Cal. Adm. Code section 18703, and Taylor 
Advice Letter, No. A-78-086 at page 4, copy enclosed. 
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which Ms. Glickfeld has worked or is working, if her work 
product is being considered/reviewed, disqualification would be 
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work and the governmental decision. See, 2 Cal. Adm. Code 
section 18702(b) (3) (B). 
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CONCLUSION 

Ms. Glickfeld should continue to seek advice from the 
Attorney General on the section 1090 issues. She may 
participate in Coastal commission decisions which do not 
involve review of her work product on projects which she is 
working on or has worked on. She must disqualify herself as to 
the any such review and as to any decisions which may 
reasonably foreseeably result in increasing or decreasing her 
consulting business in a material amount, as discussed above. 

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, I may 
be reached at (916) 322-5901. 

REL:sm 
Enclosures 

Sincerely, 
(~, ,-

I;:lL cf/5.~. /<7,/ ~9'~''>!~ 
(~~bert E./~{digh 

Counsel 
Legal Division ' 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
631 HOWARD STREET, 4TH flOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
(415) 543,8555 

Mr. Bob Leidigh, Esq. 
Fair Political Practices Commission 
428 "J" reet, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95804 

April 22, 1986 

re: M~l[ic:~,J~,!Lqg!!S t_ For _~Jl1l2!jLLColJllTliss i oner Alt~[Jlat~~ad~l~l!LJili ckfe 1 d 

Dear Mr. Leidigh: 

On March 25, 1986, we requested that the FPPC respond to certain questions 
about possible conflicts of interest regarding Madelyn Glickfeld, a recently 
appointed coastal commissioner alternate. As you and I have discussed, your 
office has not yet been able to provide Commissioner Glickfeld with a final 
answer to the questions contained in that request. This letter expands upon 
and supersedes our March 25 inquiry and replies to some of your Questions to 
us. 

Ms. Glickfeld is a professional planner and the principal in the 
consulting firm, MJG Incorporated. Until very recently, she has been MJG1s 
only employee. In March 1986, MJG employed a part~time clerical worker who 
previously contracted to provide clerical services to MJG. Since 1977, MJG 
has contracted with various state and local governmental agencies to provide 
them with consulting and planning services. 

The first concern about potential conflicts of interest arises from Ms. 
Glickfeld1s business relationship with the state Coastal Conservancy, a state 
agency which carries out resources protection, restoration, and enhancement 
programs in the coastal lone. (See Division 21, Cal. Gov. Code.) 

In December 1985. MJG entered into a contract to provide consulting 
services to the state Coastal Conservancy for $25,000. MJG will advise the 
Conservancy on potential coastal restoration projects for areas along the 
coast which are subdivided but mostly or entirely undeveloped. Two specific 
subdivision restoration projects identified in the contract are at Swanton 
Road in Santa Cruz County and Wavecrest in Half Moon Bay. The contract 
provides that MJG 11 inventory all past Conservancy lot consolidation 
programs, review potential coastal restoration projects, and perform a survey 
of restoration techniques for local governments. MJG must also review draft 
programs and guidelines and develop two model projects. At this time. Ms. 
Glickfeld knows with reasonable certainty that, in addition to the Swanton 
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involved in her work pursuant to this contract. The possibility also exists 
that she may work on other areas not yet identified. A copy of this contract 
was enclosed with our March 25 letter. 

In addition to the extant contract with the Conservancy, Ms. Glickfeld 
hopes that MJG will enter into future contracts for consulting services to the 
State Coastal Conservancy. At this time it is not possible to predict whether 
there will be any such contracts or, if there are, what geographic areas will 
be involved in the contract work. However, as further discussed below, in 
some instances it may be possible for Ms. Glickfeld to surmise that certain 
areas have the potential of providing future work for MJG through Conservancy 
contracts. 

As an alternate coastal commissioner, Ms. Glickfeld will sit and act in 
the capacity of a coastal commissioner when the principal appointee cannot 
attend a Commission meeting. Among the Commission'S responsibilities is the 
review and approval of all coastal restoration projects the State Coastal 
Conservancy proposes to undertake. Future projects to be reviewed by the 
Commission will include those developed as a consequence of MJG's work under 
the extant contract. We have requested the Coastal Conservancy, through its 
chief counsel Marcia Grimm, to respond to your requests for information 
regarding the Coastal Conservancy's contract with MJG and other Conservancy 
projects brought before the Coastal Commission. 

The Commi 55 ion a 1 so reviews coasta 1 permits and 1 oca 1 coastal programs 
(LCPs). Through these processes the Commission sometimes identifies resource 
protectlon or restoration projects which may be needed in problem areas such 
as degraded wetlands or inappropriately located subdivisions. Frequently 
these projects are undertaken by the Conservancy, and it is possible that some 
of them may be the subject of future MJG conSUlting contracts with the 
Conservancy_ It may be important to note that virtually all such problem 
areas and their need for correction have already been identified in previous 
Commission actions ~ generally, either through partial approvals of LCPs (with 
action on the problem areas deferred for later solution) or through action 
approving the work programs underlying the LCPs. 

Based upon this information, we request that you advise Ms. Glickfeld 
whether she must disqualify herself from voting upon: (1) matters, such as 
the Conservancy's Wavecrest Restoration Project, which she knows she will be 
working upon under her existing Conservancy contract; (2) any matter which she 
might work upon pursuant to the existing Conservancy contract; and (3) any 
matter which she believes she might work upon pursuant to any future contract 
between MJG and the Conservancy. 

A second potential area of conflict concerns MJG's business relationships 
with local governments in the coastal lone. MJG now proposes to contract with 
the County of San Luis Obispo to develop a transfer of development credit 
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sensitive Monterey pine forest. To implement these policies. the County will 
develop ordinances and implementation measures to transfer density off of the 
most sensitive parcels in that area. Although the County and MJG have not yet 
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concluded the contract, Ms. Glickfeld has received a letter of intent from 
County professional staff. The County is funding this implementation program 
through a grant of $18.000 from the Coastal Commission. The Commission 
approved that grant in December of 1985, before Ms. G1ickfeld's appointment as 
a commissioner alternate. The County is seeking an additional $15,000 from 
the State Coastal Conservancy to fund the work. 

In addition, Ms. Glickfeld believes MJG can reasonably expect to enter 
into future contracts to provide planning services to other state and local 
agencies. At this time she cannot predict which geographic areas may be 
involved in any such contracts. However, as noted in connection with the 
Conservancy projects, the problem areas have already been identified and are 
generally known to Ms. Glickfeld. It is possible that some of the future MJG 
contracts may be funded by grants which must be approved by the Coastal 
Commission. 

Based upon this information, please advise Ms. Glickfeld whether she must 
disqualify herself from participating in any Commission decision involving (l) 
any San Luis Obispo County LCP matter; (2) any project- whether a Conservancy 
project, LCP amendment, or permit - involving the Cambria/Lodge Hill area; (3) 
any other matter in connection with which MJG has received or later may 
receive income through a contract with local government; or (4) a grant to 
local government which will or may be used to contract with MJG. 

Since you and 1 have had the opportunity to discuss this matter several 
times, I hope that it will be possible for the FPPC to get a reply to Ms. 
Glickfeld before the Commission meeting days of May 13 and 14, when she plans 
to participate on the Commission. Please call me or Ms. Glickfeld at (213) 
456-2211 if you have any questions or need additional materials. 

cc: Madelyn Glickfeld 
Marcia Grimm 
Peter Douglas 

Sincerely, 

ry 
Acti 

son 
Counsel 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
631 HOWARD STREET, 4TH FLOOR 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
(415) 543-8555 

Ma rc h 19. 198& 

John Keplinger, Executive Director 
Fair Political Practices Commission 
1100 "K" Street 
Sacramento, CA 95804 

Subject: Advice Request for Madelyn Glickfeld 

Dear Mr. Keplinger: 

GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor 

This is to request your advice as to potential conflicts of interest 
regarding Madelyn Glickfeld, who was appointed an alternative Coastal 
Commissioner to the California Coastal Commission on March 12, 198&. 

Ms. Glickfeld is a professional planner and the principal in the 
consult; ng fi rm, "MJG Incorporated. II Her fi rm ; s i nvo 1 ved in two contracts. 
about which she would like your advice. 

As indicated in the attached letter. MJG Incorporated has been retained by 
the State Coastal Conserservancy to advise them on potential coastal 
restoration projects for areas along the coast which are subdivided but mostly 
or entirely undeveloped. The contract amount is $25,000. Two specific 
subdivision restoration projects identified in the contract are Swanton Road 
in Santa Cruz County and Wavecrest in Half Moon Bay. The contract provides 
that MJG Incorporated will review other subdivision information, inventory 
potential coastal restoration projects, and perform a survey of restoration 
techniques for local government. MJG must also review draft program and 
guidelines, and develop two model projects. 

As an alternate Commissioner. Ms. Glickfeld will sit and act in the 
capacity of a Coastal Commissioner when the principal appointee cannot attend 
a Commission meeting. Among the Commission's responsibilities is the review 
and approval of all coastal restoration projects the Conservancy proposes to 
undertake. Future projects to be reviewed by the Commission will include 
those developed as a consequence of MJG's work. The Commission also reviews 
coastal permits and local coastal programs (LCPs). which may have indirect or 
direct relevance to other projects undertaken by the California Coastal 
Conservancy. r have requested Coastal Conservancy. through its counsel Marcia 
Grimm, to respond to your requests for information regarding the Coastal 
Conservancy's contract with MJG and other Conservancy projects brought before 
the Coastal Commission. 
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1415) 543-8555 

March 19, 198& 

John Keplinger, Executive Director 
Fair Political Practices Commission 
1100 IIKII Street 
Sacramento, CA 95804 

Subject: Advice Request for Madelyn Glickfeld 

Dear Mr. Keplinger: 

GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor 

This is to request your advice as to potential conflicts of interest 
regarding Madelyn Glickfeld, who was appointed an alternative Coastal 
Commissioner to the California Coastal Commission on March 12, 198&. 

Ms. Glickfeld is a professional planner and the principal in the 
consulting firm, "MJG Incorporated." Her firm is involved in two contracts, 
about which she would like your advice. 

As indicated in the attached letter, MJG Incorporated has been retained by 
the State Coastal Conserservancy to advise them on potential coastal 
restoration projects for areas along the coast which are subdivided but mostly 
or entirely undeveloped. The contract amount is $25,000. Two specific 
subdivision restoration projects identified in the contract are Swanton Road 
in Santa Cruz County and Wavecrest in Half Moon Bay. The contract provides 
that MJG Incorporated will review other subdivision information, inventory 
potential coastal restoration projects, and perform a survey of restoration 
techniques for local government. MJG must also review draft program and 
guidelines, and develop two model projects. 

As an alternate Commissioner. Ms. Glickfeld will sit and actin the 
capacity of a Coastal Commissioner when the principal appointee cannot attend 
a Commission meeting. Among the Commission's responsibilities is the review 
and approval of all coastal restoration projects the Conservancy proposes to 
undertake. Future projects to be reviewed by the Commission will include 
those developed as a consequence of MJG's work. The Commission also reviews 
coastal permits and local coastal programs (LCPs), which may have indirect or 
direct relevance to other projects undertaken by the California Coastal 
Conservancy. I have requested Coastal Conservancy. through its counsel Marcia 
Grimm, to respond to your requests for information regarding the Coastal 
Conservancy's contract with MJG and other Conservancy projects brought before 
the Coastal Commission. 



John Keplinger, Executive Director 
Ma rc h 19, 1986 
Page 2 

A second potential conflict concerns a proposed contract between MJG 
Incorporated and the County of San Luis Obispo involving the development of a 
transfer of development credit program for the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. The 
County's LCP includes policies already certified by the Coastal Commission 
requiring a transfer of development credit program to minimize the development 
in an environmentally sensitive Monterey pine forest. To implement these 
policies. the County will develop ordinances and implementation measures to 
transfer density off of the most sensitive parcels in that area. Although the 
County and MJG Incorporated have not yet formally entered into the contract. 
Ms. Glickfeld has received a letter of intent from County professional staff. 
The County ;s funding this implementation program through a grant of $18,000 
from the Coastal Commission. The Commission approved that grant in December 
of 1985. The County ;s seeking an additional $15,000 from the State Coastal 
Conservancy to fund the work it believes necessary. I have enclosed a copy of 
the certified San Luis Obispo County land use plan including the policy 
regarding the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. At your request we will supply any 
additional information you may need to complete your analysis. 

Based upon these facts. we request that you advise us as to what degree 
Ms. Glickfeld must make disclosures and/or disqualify herself from 
participating in the decisions of the California Coastal Commission? 

We would very much appreciate your prompt response in order that Ms. 
Glickfeld may participate in the meeting of the Coastal Commission scheduled 
for Apri 1 15 through 18, 1986. 

Enclosure 

cc: Madelyn Glickfeld 
Marcia Grimm 
Peter Douglas 

Sincerely, 

J/~a ry j;l{\d son 
12 Acti.ng Chief Counsel 

John Keplinger, Executive Director 
Ma rc h 19, 19Bb 
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A second potential conflict concerns a proposed contract between MJG 
Incorporated and the County of San Luis Obispo involving the development of a 
transfer of development credit program for the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. The 
County's LCP includes policies already certified by the Coastal Commission 
requiring a transfer of development credit program to minimize the development 
in an environmentally sensitive Monterey pine forest. To implement these 
policies. the County will develop ordinances and implementation measures to 
transfer density off of the most sensitive parcels in that area. Although the 
County and MJG Incorporated have not yet formally entered into the contract. 
Ms. Glickfeld has received a letter of intent from County professional staff. 
The County ;s funding this implementation program through a grant of $18,000 
from the Coastal Commission. The Commission approved that grant in December 
of 1985. The County ;s seeking an additional $15,000 from the State Coastal 
Conservancy to fund the work it believes necessary. I have enclosed a copy of 
the certified San Luis Obispo County land use plan including the policy 
regarding the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. At your request we will supply any 
additional information you may need to complete your analysis. 

Based upon these facts. we request that you advise us as to what degree 
Ms. G1ickfe1d must make disclosures and/or disqualify herself from 
participating in the decisions of the California Coastal Commission? 

We would very much appreciate your prompt response in order that Ms. 
Glickfeld may participate in the meeting of the Coastal Commission scheduled 
for April 15 through 18, 1986. 

Enclosure 

cc: Madelyn Glickfeld 
Marcia Grimm 
Peter Douglas 

Sincerely, 

, ~ 

~ary Hodson 
Acti~g Chief Counsel 

John Keplinger, Executive Director 
Ma rc h 19, 19Bb 
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A second potential conflict concerns a proposed contract between MJG 
Incorporated and the County of San Luis Obispo involving the development of a 
transfer of development credit program for the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. The 
County's LCP includes policies already certified by the Coastal Commission 
requiring a transfer of development credit program to minimize the development 
in an environmentally sensitive Monterey pine forest. To implement these 
policies. the County will develop ordinances and implementation measures to 
transfer density off of the most sensitive parcels in that area. Altho~gh the 
County and MJG Incorporated have not yet formally entered into the contract. 
Ms. Glickfeld has received a letter of intent from County professional staff. 
The County ;s funding this implementation program through a grant of $18,000 
from the Coastal Commission. The Commission approved that grant in December 
of 1985. The County ;s seeking an additional $15,000 from the State Coastal 
Conservancy to fund the work it believes necessary. I have enclosed a copy of 
the certified San Luis Obispo County land use plan including the policy 
regarding the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. At your request we will supply any 
additional information you may need to complete your analysis. 

Based upon these facts. we request that you advise us as to what degree 
Ms. Glickfeld must make disclosures and/or disqualify herself from 
participating in the decisions of the California Coastal Commission? 

We would very much appreciate your prompt response in order that Ms. 
Glickfeld may participate in the meeting of the Coastal Commission scheduled 
for April 15 through 18, 1986. 

Enclosure 

cc: Madelyn Glickfeld 
Marcia Grimm 
Peter Douglas 

Sincerely, 

, ~ 

~a ry JJ<Jdson 
Acti~g Chief Counsel 
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631 HOWARD STREET, 4TH FLOOR 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 

(415) 5438555 

John Keplinger, Executive Director 
Attn: Staff Attorney 

Ma rc h 25, 1986 

Fair Political Practices Commission 
428 "J" Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95804 

Subject: Advice Request for Madelyn Glickfeld 

Dear Mr. Keplinger: 

This is to request your advice as to potential conflicts of interest 
regarding Madelyn Glickfeld, who was appointed an alternative Coastal 
Commissioner to the California Coastal Commission on March 12, 1986. 

Ms. Glickfeld is a professional planner and the principal in the 
consulting firm, "MJG Incorporated." Her firm is involved in two contracts, 
about which she would like your advice. 

As indicated in the attached letter, MJG Incorporated has been retained by 
the State Coastal Conserservancy to advise them on potential coastal 
restoration projects for areas along the coast which are subdivided but mostly 
or entirely undeveloped. The contract amount ;s $25,000. Two specific 
subdivision restoration projects identified in the contract are Swanton Road 
in santa Cruz County and Wavecrest in Half Moon Bay. The contract provides 
that MJG Incorporated will review other subdivision information, inventory 
potential coastal restoration projects, and perform a survey of restoration 
techniques for local government. MJG must also review draft program and 
guidelines. and develop two model projects. 

As an alternate Commissioner, Ms. Glickfeld will sit and act in the 
capacity of a Coastal Commissioner when the principal appointee cannot attend 
a Commission meeting. Among the Commission's responsibilities is the review 
and approval of all coastal restoration projects the Conservancy proposes to 
undertake. Future projects to be reviewed by the Commission will include 
those developed as a consequence of MJG's work. The Commission also reviews 
coastal permits and local coastal programs (LCPs), which may have indirect or 
direct relevance to other projects undertaken by the California Coastal 
Conservancy. I have requested Coastal Conservancy. through its counsel Marcia 
Grimm. to respond to your requests for information regarding the Coastal 
Conservancy's contract with MJG and other Conservancy projects brought before 
the Coastal Commission. 

S.T A TE OF CAUFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 
GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
631 HOWARD STREET, 4TH FLOOR 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
(415) 543-8555 

John Keplinger, Executive Director 
Attn: Staff Attorney 

March 25,1986 

Fair Political Practices Commission 
428 "J" Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95804 

Subject: Advice Request for Madelyn Glickfeld 

Dear Mr. Keplinger: 

This is to request your advice as to potential conflicts of interest 
regarding Madelyn Glickfeld, who was appointed an alternative Coastal 
Commissioner to the California Coastal Commission on March 12, 1986. 

Ms. Glickfeld is a professional planner and the principal in the 
consulting firm, "MJG Incorporated." Her firm is involved in two contracts, 
about which she would like your advice. 

As indicated in the attached letter, MJG Incorporated has been retained by 
the State Coastal Conserservancy to advise them on potential coastal 
restoration projects for areas along the coast which are subdivided but mostly 
or entirely undeveloped. The contract amount is $25,000. Two specific 
subdivision restoration projects identified in the contract are Swanton Road 
in Santa Cruz County and Wavecrest in Half Moon Bay. The contract provides 
that MJG Incorporated will review other subdivision information, inventory 
potential coastal restoration projects, and perform a survey of restoration 
techniques for local government. MJG must also review draft program and 
guidelines. and develop two model projects. 

As an alternate Commissioner, Ms. Glickfeld will sit and act in the 
capacity of a Coastal Commissioner when the principal appointee cannot attend 
a Commission meeting. Among the Commission's responsibilities is the review 
and approval of all coastal restoration projects the Conservancy proposes to 
undertake. Future projects to be reviewed by the Commission will include 
those developed as a consequence of MJG's work. The Commission also reviews 
coastal permits and local coastal programs (LCPs). which may have indirect or 
direct relevance to other projects undertaken by the California Coastal 
Conservancy. I have requested Coastal Conservancy. through its counsel Marcia 
Grimm. to respond to your requests for information regarding the Coastal 
Conservancy's contract with MJG and other Conservancy projects brought before 
the Coastal Commission. 

,,' ' 

~t·~ 

S.T A TE OF CAUFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 
GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
631 HOWARD STREET, 4TH FLOOR 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
(415) 543-8555 

John Keplinger, Executive Director 
Attn: Staff Attorney 

March 25,1986 

Fair Political Practices Commission 
428 "J" Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95804 

Subject: Advice Request for Madelyn Glickfeld 

Dear Mr. Keplinger: 

This is to request your advice as to potential conflicts of interest 
regarding Madelyn Glickfeld, who was appointed an alternative Coastal 
Commissioner to the California Coastal Commission on March 12, 1986. 

Ms. Glickfeld is a professional planner and the principal in the 
consulting firm, "MJG Incorporated." Her firm is involved in two contracts, 
about which she would like your advice. 

As indicated in the attached letter, MJG Incorporated has been retained by 
the State Coastal Conserservancy to advise them on potential coastal 
restoration projects for areas along the coast which are subdivided but mostly 
or entirely undeveloped. The contract amount is $25,000. Two specific 
subdivision restoration projects identified in the contract are Swanton Road 
in Santa Cruz County and Wavecrest in Half Moon Bay. The contract provides 
that MJG Incorporated will review other subdivision information, inventory 
potential coastal restoration projects, and perform a survey of restoration 
techniques for local government. MJG must also review draft program and 
guidelines. and develop two model projects. 

As an alternate Commissioner, Ms. Glickfeld will sit and act in the 
capacity of a Coastal Commissioner when the principal appointee cannot attend 
a Commission meeting. Among the Commission's responsibilities is the review 
and approval of all coastal restoration projects the Conservancy proposes to 
undertake. Future projects to be reviewed by the Commission will include 
those developed as a consequence of MJG's work. The Commission also reviews 
coastal permits and local coastal programs (LCPs). which may have indirect or 
direct relevance to other projects undertaken by the California Coastal 
Conservancy. I have requested Coastal Conservancy. through its counsel Marcia 
Grimm. to respond to your requests for information regarding the Coastal 
Conservancy's contract with MJG and other Conservancy projects brought before 
the Coastal Commission. 

,,' ' 

~t·~ 



John Keplinger, Executive Director 
March 25, 1986 
Page 2 

A second potential conflict concerns a proposed contract between MJG 
Incorporated and the County of San Luis Obispo involving the development of a 
transfer of development credit program for the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. The 
County's LCP includes policies already certified by the Coastal Commission 
requiring a transfer of development credit program to minimize the development 
in an environmentally sensitive Monterey pine forest. To implement these 
policies, the County will develop ordinances and implementation measures to 
transfer density off of the most sensitive parcels in that area. Although the 
County and MJG Incorporated have not yet formally entered into the contract, 
Ms. Glickfeld has received a letter of intent from County professional staff. 
The County is funding this implementation program through a grant of $18,000 
from the Coastal Commission. The Commission approved that grant in December 
of 1985. The County is seeking an additional $15,000 from the State Coastal 
Conservancy to fund the work it believes necessary. I have enclosed a copy of 
the certified San Luis Obispo County land use plan including the policy 
regarding the Cambria/lodge Hill area. At your request we will supply any 
additional information you may need to complete your analysis. 

Based upon these facts, we request that you advise us as to what degree 
Ms. Glickfeld must make disclosures and/or disqualify herself from 
participating in the decisions of the California Coastal Commission? 

We would very much appreciate your prompt response in order that Ms. 
Glickfeld may participate in the meeting of the Coastal Commission scheduled 
for April 8 through 11, 1986. 

Enclosure 

CC! Madelyn Glickfeld 
Ma rc i a Grimm 
Peter Douglas 

Sinc(trely 

£a::ton 
/ Actir%~hief Counsel 

! 

John Keplinger, Executive Director 
Ma rc h 25,1986 
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A second potential conflict concerns a proposed contract between MJG 
Incorporated and the County of San Luis Obispo involving the development of a 
transfer of development credit program for the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. The 
County's LCP includes policies already certified by the Coastal Commission 
requiring a transfer of development credit program to minimize the development 
in an environmentally sensitlve Monterey pine forest. To implement these 
policies, the County will develop ordinances and implementation measures to 
transfer density off of the most sensitive parcels in that area. Although the 
County and MJG Incorporated have not yet formally entered into the contract. 
Ms. Glickfeld has received a letter of intent from County professional staff. 
The County is funding this implementation program through a grant of $18,000 
from the Coastal Commission. The Commission approved that grant in December 
of 1985. The County is seeklng an additional $15.000 from the State Coastal 
Conservancy to fund the work it believes necessary. I have enclosed a copy of 
the certified San Luis Obispo County land use plan including the policy 
regarding the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. At your request we will supply any 
additional information you may need to complete your analysis. 

Based upon these facts. we request that you advise us as to what degree 
Ms. Glickfeld must make disclosures and/or disqualify herself from 
participating in the decisions of the California Coastal Commission? 

We would very much appreciate your prompt response in order that Ms. 
Glickfeld may participate in the meeting of the Coastal Commission scheduled 
for April 8 through 11, 1986. 

Enclosure 

cc: Madelyn Glickfeld 
Ma rc i a G r i mm 
Peter Douglas 
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A second potential conflict concerns a proposed contract between MJG 
Incorporated and the County of San Luis Obispo involving the development of a 
transfer of development credit program for the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. The 
County's LCP includes policies already certified by the Coastal Commission 
requiring a transfer of development credit program to minimize the development 
in an environmentally sensitlve Monterey pine forest. To implement these 
policies. the County will develop ordinances and implementation measures to 
transfer density off of the most sensitive parcels in that area. Although the 
County and MJG Incorporated have not yet formally entered into the contract. 
Ms. Glickfeld has received a letter of intent from County professional staff. 
The County is funding this implementation program through a grant of $18,000 
from the Coastal Commission. The Commission approved that grant in December 
of 1985. The County is seeking an additional $15.000 from the State Coastal 
Conservancy to fund the work it believes necessary. I have enclosed a copy of 
the certified San Luis Obispo County land use plan including the policy 
regarding the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. At your request we will supply any 
additional information you may need to complete your analysis. 

Based upon these facts. we request that you advise us as to what degree 
Ms. Glickfeld must make disclosures and/or disqualify herself from 
participating in the decisions of the California Coastal Commission? 

We would very much appreciate your prompt response in order that Ms. 
Glickfeld may participate in the meeting of the Coastal Commission scheduled 
for April 8 through 11, 1986. 

Enclosure 

cc: Madelyn Glickfeld 
Ma rc i a G r i mm 
Peter Douglas 



,~~ARO AGREEMENT- APPROVED BY THE 
ATTORNEY GENERAL F'" l5t CONTRACTOR 

i,' /~STATE A!;ENCV 
STATE 0,. CAUFORNIA o 1:II!fT. OF ~EN. SER, 

~ 
0::- 0 CON"~R 

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this 31 s t day of October , 1 C' .( 
in the State of California, by and between State of California, through its duly elected or appoint llCO,l{,j' c§,9aS) 

STO. 2 IRIEV. S/SII 

qualified and acting "14; I~( I.. 0 

T1TI...Il OF OFFICE'" ACTING FOR STAn: AGI!NCY 

Executive Officer State Coast 
JwreQjter called the State, and 

M 
hereafter called the Contr4Ctor, 

WITNESSETH: That the Contractor for and in consideration of the covenants, conditions, agreements, and stipulations of the State 
hereinafter expressed, does hereby agree to furnish to the State services and materials, as follows: 
(Set forth .en:>it:e to be rendered by Contractor, am.ount to be paW Contr4Ctor, time for '()eTformance or completion, and a/t4Ch plan.s and $peCifie4ttoru., if any.) 

SCOPE OF AGREEMEJIT 

Pursuant to its authority under Section 31200 et seq. of the Public Resources 
Code, the State Coasta 1 Conservancy (hereafter ca 11 ed the "Conservancy") hereby Fl.;:.ftb1;;S 

To ?f"Iy ..g.rallts to MJG Incorporated (hereafter called the "Contractor") a sum not to 
exceed twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000). The funds are to be used to 
develop at least two model projects which demonstrate alternative methods of 
implementing the Conservancy's coastal restoration mandate, to complete an 
inventory and ranking of potential coastal restoration projects, and to 
recommend new and improved approaches for redesigning antiquated subdivisions 
on the California coast. 

The Contractor shall perform the following tasKS: 

(continued next page) 
The provisions on the reverse side hereof constitute a part of this agreemenl 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this agreement has been executed by the parties hereto. upon the date first above written. 

STATE OF CAUFORNIA 

:»otTINUEO ON _ SHEETS, EACH EI!!.A"ING NAN!; OF CONT'RACT~ 

AMOUNT ENCUM_W 

25,000.00 

CONTRACTOR 

CONTRACTOR "" ~ T><AH .... _DUAl.. ...... n: ~ ... ~'I'tON. 
.. AIf"f1CiIIt .... I:TCJ' 

I PftOGRAM/CA Tl!GOMY tcOgE ANO TI'T\..El 

Su port onservanc Fund 
(OFrIONAI. USE!) 

Pre- ro'ect 

3760-001-565' 
• DECREASING IiNCVM .. ANClI£j OILJECT OF IIXPI!NDITIJRE tcOCfli AND TITUQ 

. Coastal Restoration Pro' t A 
eby emify upon my awn -penooolimowledge that budgeted funa:. are T .a.A. NO. B.R. NO. 

OIlilable for the penod Ilnd ptlrpG$1! of the npend.ilure .tated above. 
DAn: 

(' 0 - /1- {Jr--
. plion set fmh In Stale Admintftrathle Manual Section 1209 r04V111 

dliclltnJrltt iii nemp/ from re1J/ew by the ~t'lment of Finance. 

.:;~ARD AGREEMENT-
S1'ATE 0,. CAU"ORNIA 
5TO. 2 IREV. 8/811 

APPROVED BY THE 
ATTORNEY GENERAL F" !Sf CONT1'lACTOR 

f r "~STATE AGENCY 

o CIE:(T' 0" GEN, SER, 

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this 31st dayof October ,1 D.J. ~ 
Dc:" 0 CONt~" 

in the State of California, by and between State of California, through its duly elected or appoint {O"/,j' c§,.9c9S) 
qualified and acting ~.;; /~i. I.. 0 

TTTLE OF OFFICER AC"T11'1fG FOR STATE AGeNCY 

Executive Officer State 
lu!rea/e" called the State, and 

hereafter called the Contractor, 

WITNESSETH: That the Contractor for and in consideration of the covenants, conditions, agreements, and stipulations of the State 
hereinafter expressed, does hereby agree to furnish to the State services and materials, as follows: 
(See lorth sl"1tice to be refldered by ContraetOf', amount to be paid ContraetOf', tIme lar perlormance Of' completion, and attach plans and speciliclJtions, il any,) 

SCOPE OF AGREEMEIIT 

Pursuant to its authority under Section 31200 et seg. of the Public Resources 
Code, the State Coasta 1 Conservancy (hereafter ca 11 ed the "Conservancy") hereby AGoRITS 

To ?A)' .graat; to MJG Incorporated (hereafter called the "Contractor") a sum not to 
exceed twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000). The funds are to be used to 
develop at least two model projects which demonstrate alternative methods of 
implementing the Conservancy's coastal restoration mandate, to complete an 
inventory and ranking of potential coastal restoration projects, and to 
recommend new and improved approaches for redeSigning antiquated subdivisions 
on the California coast. 

The Contractor shall perform the following tasKS: 

(continued next page) 
The provisions on the reverse side hereof constitute a part of this agreement 

[N WITNESS WHEREOF, this agreement has been executed by the parties hereto, upon the date first above written. 

5T A TE OF CAUFORNIA 

:>NT1 .. UEO ON _ ~EE1'S. EACH BEARING NAME OF CONTRAC1'OR 
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CONTRACTOR 
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PRQGAAM/CA T1I(iOftY (Cooe ANO T!1'\..EI 

Su port onservanc Fund 
!OPTIONAL USE) 

Pre-pro'ect 
OJ. INCREASING ENCUMBRANCE ITEM 

3760-001-565 ' 
OJ. DECREASING ENCUMBRANCE 

Coastal Restoration Pro' 
hereby emily upon my own person4J Imowkdge that budgeted lufllb are 1' ....... NO. 

oatloble lor the period and purpose of the nperuillurt' "ated aboue. 

pilon set forth In Stale Adminl&lratice MGnua/ Section 1209 r.aDe 
d&:Umt,-li11& nempt/rom rnMw by tM Do.pa1'rment of Fin4nce. 
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Dc:" 0 CONt~" 

in the State of California, by and between State of California, through its duly elected or appoint {O"/,j' c6,.9c9S) 
qualified and acting ~.;; /~i. I.. 0 

TTTLE OF OFFICER AC"TII'IfG FOR STATE AGeNCY 

Executive Officer State 
lu!rea/e" called the State, and 

hereafter called the Contractor, 

WITNESSETH: That the Contractor for and in consideration of the covenants, conditions, agreements, and stipulations of the State 
hereinafter expressed, does hereby agree to furnish to the State services and materials, as follows: 
(Setlorth sl"1tice to be refldered by ContraetOf', amount to be paid ContraetOf', time lar perlormance Of' completion, and auach plans and specilictJtioru, il any,) 

SCOPE OF AGREEMEIIT 

Pursuant to its authority under Section 31200 et seg. of the Public Resources 
Code, the State Coasta 1 Conservancy (hereafter ca 11 ed the "Conservancy") hereby AGoRITS 

To ?A)' .graat; to MJG Incorporated (hereafter called the "Contractor") a sum not to 
exceed twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000). The funds are to be used to 
develop at least two model projects which demonstrate alternative methods of 
implementing the Conservancy's coastal restoration mandate, to complete an 
inventory and ranking of potential coastal restoration projects, and to 
recommend new and improved approaches for redesigning antiquated subdivisions 
on the California coast. 

The Contractor shall perform the following tasKs: 

(continued next page) 
The provisions on the reverse side hereof constitute a part of this agreement 

[N WITNESS WHEREOF, this agreement has been executed by the parties hereto, upon the date first above written. 

5T A TE OF CAUFORNIA 

:>NT1 .. UEO ON _ ~EE1'S. EACH SEARING NAME OF CONTAAC1'OR 

AMOUNT ENCUMBERED 

25,000.00 

CONTRACTOR 

CONTRACTOR .... DnCIIt '1"H.UoI AN 1fCWVlDUAL.. nAn: ~ A ~1'tOIoo4 
1I~""'.lITCj 

PROGAAM/CA 1l!(iOftY (Cooe ANO T!1'\..EI 

Su port onservanc Fund 
(OPTIONAL USE) 

Pre-pro'ect 
OJ. INCREASING ENCUMSR"NCE rn: .. 

3760-001-565 ' 
OJ. DECREAStNG ENCUMBRANCE 

Coastal Restoration Pro' 
hereby emily upon my own persorwJ Imowkdge that budgeted lufllb are 1'''.'''' NO. 

oatloble lor the period and purpose of the nperuillurt' dated aboue. 

pilon set forth In Stale Adminl&lratice MGnua/ Section 1209/-.aDe 
tldcumomll& nemptlrom rnMw by tN! Do.pa1'rment of Fin4nce. 
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SCOPE OF AGREEMENT (continued) 

TASK 1: SWANTON ROAD PROGRAr~ 

1.1 Assist Conservancy staff in necessary technical analysis. 

1.2 Train and assist local government, non-governmental project proponents 
and landowners to implement the project. 

TASK t: WAVECREST PROGRAM 

2.1 Participate in one strategy meeting to review existing information and 
the City of Half Moon Bay's implementation grant proposal. 

2.2 Evaluate the feasibility of several alternative implementation techniques 
to achieve the objectives of the Wavecrest Restoration Plan. 

2.3 Advise Conservancy staff as needed concerning ways to rapidly and 
successfully implement the restoration project. 

TASK 3: COASTAL RESTORATION PROJECT INVENTORY 

3.1 Computerize existing information on subdivisions. 

3.2 Add information to the data base, as it is developed, on new subdivisions 
during the term of this agreement, to complete th€ inventory of potential 
restoration projects. 

3.3 Develop and analyze a survey of local government to identify antiquated 
_ subdivisions. 

3.4 Assist Conservancy staff in reviewing program guidelines and project 
priority criteria. 

TASK 4: OTHER MODEL PROJECTS 

4.1 Prepare preliminary analyses or draft staff reports on at least two other 
Conservancy coastal restoration projects at the direction of the Executive 
Officer. Prepare preliminary analysis or draft reports on additional 
Conservancy Coastal restoration projects at the direction of the Executive 
Officer to the extent possible within the budget of the "Cost and Disbursement" 
section of this Agreement. 

TASK 5: REPORT OF RECO~1ENDATIONS 

5.1 Compile a report of Conservancy antiquated subdivision case studies, 
document project costs, and assess advantages/disadvantages of selected 
implementation techniques. 
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SCOPE OF AGREEMENT (continued) 
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TASK 3: COASTAL RESTORATION PROJECT INVENTORY 

3.1 Computerize existing information on subdivisions. 

3.2 Add information to the data base, as it is developed, on new subdivisions 
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SCOPE OF AGREEMENT (continued) 

TASK 1: SWANTON ROAD PROGRAM 
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SCOPE OF AGREEMENT (continued) 

Task 5: REPORT OF RECOMMENDATION (continued) 

5.2 Identify a working group of antiquated subdivision experts and interest 
groups to review and comment on report. 

5.3 Ask the working group to to review working papers on new approaches for 
the Conservancy to take in the future for antiquated subdivision projects. 

COORDINATION AND MEETINGS 

The Contractor shall work with staff of the Conservancy, the County and other 
involved entities, and shall participate in meetings and telephone 
communications as detailed above in the SCOPE OF AGREEMENT. In addition, 
the Contractor shall participate in additional informal meetings and 
communications as necessary to insure close coordination of the work, within 
the time commitment provided by the budget in the "Cost and Disbursement" 
section of this Agreement. 

WORK PRODUCTS 

The Contractor shall submit all work products detailed below for the review and 
approval of the Executive Officer of the Conservancy (hereinafter the 
"Executive Officer"). 

The work products shall include: 

Task 1.1 Swanton Road technical analysis memoranda 

Task 2.2 Wavecrest subdivision implementation recommendation 

Task 2.3 Wavecrest subdivision expert advise memos 

Task 3.1 Computerized subdivision information 

Task 3.2 Completed inventory of potential coastal restoration projects 

Task 3.3 Local Government survey 

Task 3.4 Review of draft program guidelines and criteria 
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SCOPE OF AGREEMENT (continued) 

Task 5: REPORT OF RECOMMENDATION (continued) 
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SCOPE OF AGREEMENT (continued) 

Task 5: REPORT OF RECOMMENDATION (continued) 
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5.3 Ask the working group to to review working papers on new approaches for 
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The Contractor shall work with staff of the Conservancy, the County and other 
involved entities, and shall participate in meetings and telephone 
communications as detailed above in the SCOPE OF AGREEMENT. In addition, 
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VORK PRODUCTS (continued) 

Task 4.1 Model Project I: Preliminary analysis or staff recommendation 

Task 4.2 Model Project II: Preliminary analysis or staff recommendation 

Task 4.3 Additional Model Project analysis or recommendations 

Task 5.1 Final report of recommendations 

Upon submission, all work products shall become the sole property of the 
Conservancy. 

APPROVAlS 

No work shall commence under this Agreement until all necessary approvals have 
been obtained from the Department of General Services, Legal Division. The 
Project Coordinator for the Conservancy shall notify the contractor in writing 
when work may begin. The work schedule cannot be determined precisely in 
advance. The Contractor and Conservancy staff shall at all times strive to 
complete work, or facilitate completion of work, under this Agreement without 
del ay. 

COST AND DISBURSEMENT 

As compensation for the services rendered, and upon the Executive Officer1s 
determination of satisfactory completion of tasks set forth in the IISCOPE Of 
AGRE9ENT-, and review of the products set forth in the IIWork Products" 
section, the Conservancy agrees to pay the Contractor a sum not to exceed 
twenty-five thousand (S25,000). Upon completion of "Conditions Precedent 
to Pavmentll above, Contractor shall submit invoices for work completed under 
tasks 1.1 - S.3 as costs are incurred, and work products are completed. 
Billings should conform to the following budget: 

Budget Item Rate 

Service of Principal 290 hrs. @ SSO/hr. 

Subcontractors: . 'J iwLw. fIA 
I/:ib 

~ O'hrs. @ S15/hr. 
24 hrs. @ $75-100/hr. 

Expenses 
TOTAL: 

Amount 

S14,500 

2,400 
2,100 

6,000 
$25,000 

/ 
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WORK PRODUCTS (continued) 

Task 4.1 Model Project I: Preliminary analysis or staff recommendation 

Task 4.2 Model Project II: Preliminary analysis or staff recommendation 

Task 4.3 Additional Model Project analYsis or recommendations 
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WORK PRODUCTS (continued) 

Task 4.1 Model Project I: Preliminary analysis or staff recommendation 
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Task 4.3 Additional Model Project analYsis or recommendations 
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COST AND DISBURSEMENT (continued) 

The allocation of the total budget amount among the various categories as shown 
above may vary by as much as ten percent (10~) without approval of the 
Executive Officer. Any difference in the allocation among categories of over 
ten percent must be approved in writing by the Executive Officer. The total 
amount of this Agreement may not be increased except by amendment to this 
Agreement, and any increase in the funding for any particular category shall 
mean a decrease in the funding for one or more other categories unless there is 
an amendment to this Agreement. 

Disbursements shall be made on the basis of costs incurred up to the total 
amount allocated in the budget. If payment is not made within sixty (60) days 
of receipt of a complete invoice, the Contractor shall be entitled to interest 
on any such_deliquent payment at the rate of six percent (6%) per annum. 

Expenses allowable under this contract may include, but are not limited to: (1) 
postage, (2) computer costs, (3) reproduction costs, (4) telephone charges, and 
(5) necessary travel expenses at actual costs not to exceed the rates provided 
in Title 2, Division 2, Chapter I, Article 8 of the California Administrative 
Code. The Contractor's designated headquarters for purposes of computing such 
expenses is Malibu, CA; the designated headquarters of subcontractors shall be 
identified in writing before funds are disbursed to pay their expenses. 

The Contractor shall submit invoices as work products are completed. Each 
invoice shall include the number of this Agreement, the name, address and 
authorized signature of the Contractor, the date of the submittal, the amount 
of the invoice, the period during which the work was actually done, and an 
itemized description of all work done for which disbursement is requested 
including time, materials, expenses incurred, work products completed, and 
services rendered, and shall include supporting documentation (billings by 
legal advisors, real estate consultants and subcontractors). 

TERM OF AGREEMENT 

The term of this Agreement shall run from receipt of the notice of approval 
from the Department of General Services to December 31, 1986 (hereinafter the 
"Completion Date"), unless otherwise terminated or amended. 

Prior to the Completion Date, either party may terminate this Agreement for 
any reason by providing the other party with thirty (30) days notice in 
writing. In the event of termination by the Conservancy prior to the 
Completion Date, the Contractor agrees to take all reasonable measures to 
prevent further costs to the Conservancy under this Agreement, and the 
Conservancy shall be responsible for any reasonable and non-cancellable 
obligations incurred by the Contractor in the performance of the Agreement 
until the date of the notice to terminate, but only up to the undisbursed 
balance of funding authorized in this Agreement. 
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COST AND DISBURSEMENT (continued) 

The allocation of the total budget amount among the various categories as shown 
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of receipt of a complete invoice, the Contractor shall be entitled to interest 
on any such_deliquent payment at the rate of six percent (6%) per annum. 

Expenses allowable under this contract may include, but are not limited to: (1) 
postage, (2) computer costs, (3) reproduction costs, (4) telephone charges, and 
(5) necessary travel expenses at actual costs not to exceed the rates provided 
in Title 2, Division 2, Chapter 1, Article 8 of the California Administrative 
Code. The Contractor's designated headquarters for purposes of computing such 
expenses is Malibu, CA; the designated headquarters of subcontractors shall be 
identified in writing before funds are disbursed to pay their expenses. 

The Contractor shall submit invoices as work products are completed. Each 
invoice shall include the number of this Agreement, the name, address and 
authorized signature of the Contractor, the date of the submittal, the amount 
of the invoice, the period during which the work was actually done, and an 
itemized description of all work done for which disbursement is requested 
including time, materials, expenses incurred, work products completed, and 
services rendered, and shall include supporting documentation (billings by 
legal advisors, real estate consultants and subcontractors). 

TERM OF AGREEMENT 
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from the Department of General Services to December 31, 1986 (hereinafter the 
uCompletion Date"), unless otherwise terminated or amended. 
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any reason by providing the other party with thirty (30) days notice in 
writing. In the event of termination by the Conservancy prior to the 
Completion Date, the Contractor agrees to take all reasonable measures to 
prevent further costs to the Conservancy under this Agreement, and the 
Conservancy shall be responsible for any reasonable and non-cancellable 
obligations incurred by the Contractor in the performance of the Agreement 
until the date of the notice to terminate, but only up to the undisbursed 
balance of funding authorized in this Agreement. 
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COST AND DISBURSEMENT (continued) 

The allocation of the total budget amount among the various categories as shown 
above may vary bv as much as ten percent (lO~) without approval of the 
Executive Officer. Anv difference in the allocation among categories of over 
ten percent must be approved in writing bv the Executive Officer. The total 
amount of this Agreement may not be increased except bv amendment to this 
Agreement, and any increase in the funding for any particular category shall 
mean a decrease in the funding for one or more other categories unless there is 
an amendment to this Agreement. 

Disbursements shall be made on the basis of costs incurred up to the total 
amount allocated in the budget. If payment is not made within sixty (60) days 
of receipt of a complete invoice, the Contractor shall be entitled to interest 
on any such_deliquent payment at the rate of six percent (6%) per annum. 

Expenses allowable under this contract may include, but are not limited to: (1) 
postage, (2) computer costs, (3) reproduction costs, (4) telephone charges, and 
(5) necessary travel expenses at actual costs not to exceed the rates provided 
in Title 2, Division 2, Chapter I, Article 8 of the California Administrative 
Code. The Contractor's designated headquarters for purposes of computing such 
expenses is Malibu, CA; the designated headquarters of subcontractors shall be 
identified in writing before funds are disbursed to pay their expenses. 

The Contractor shall submit invoices as work products are completed. Each 
invoice shall include the number of this Agreement, the name, address and 
authorized signature of the Contractor, the date of the submittal, the amount 
of the invoice, the period during which the work was actually done, and an 
itemized description of all work done for which disbursement is requested 
including time, materials, expenses incurred, work products completed, and 
services rendered, and shall include supporting documentation (billings bv 
legal advisors, real estate consultants and subcontractors). 

TERM OF AGREEMENT 

The term of this Agreement shall run from receipt of the notice of approva1 
from the Department of General Services to December 31, 1986 (hereinafter the 
uCompletion Date"), unless otherwise terminated or amended. 

Prior to the Completion Date, either party may terminate this Agreement for 
any reason bv providing the other party with thirty (30) days notice in 
writing. In the event of termination bv the Conservancy prior to the 
Completion Date, the Contractor agrees to take all reasonable measures to 
prevent further costs to the Conservancy under this Agreement, and the 
Conservancy shall be responsible for any reasonable and non-cancellable 
obligations incurred bv the Contractor in the performance of the Agreement 
until the date of the notice to terminate, but only up to the undisbursed 
balance of funding authorized in this Agreement. 
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TERM OF AGREEMENT (continued) 

In the event that the Contractor terminates this Agreement prior to the 
Completion Date, or fails to complete the project in accordance with this 
Agreement, the Contractor shall be liable for repayment to the Conservancy of 
all amounts disbursed by the Conservancy under this Agreement. The Conservancy 
may, at its sole discretion, consider extenuating circumstances and not require 
repayment for work partially completed. 

AUDITS/ACCOUNTS/RECORDS 

The Contractor shall maintain satisfactory financial accounts, documents, and 
records of services rendered under this Agreement, and shall make them 
available to Conservancy staff for auditing and inspection at reasonable time 
and intervals. Such accounts, documents, and records shall be retained by the 
Contractor for three years following the date of final disbursement under this 
Agreement, and shall be subject to examination and audit of the Auditor General 
during this period. The Contractor may use any generally accepted ~ccounting 
system, provided such system meets minimum requirements established by the 
State of California. 

NONDISCRIMINATION 

During the performance of this Agreement, the Contractor and its subcontractors 
shall not unlawfully discriminate against any employee or applicant for 
employment because of race, religion, color, national origin, ancestry, 
physical handicap, mental condition, marital status, age or sex. The 
Contractor and its subcontractors shall insure that the evaluation and 
treatment of their employees and applicants for employment are free of such 
discrimination. The Contractor and its subcontractors shall comply with the 
provisions of the Fair Employment and Housing Act (Government Code Section 
12900 et seq.) and the applicable regulations promulgated thereunder 
(California Administrative Code, Title 2, Section 7285.0 et seg.). The 
applicable regulations of the Fair Employment and Housing Commlssion 
implementing Government Code Section 12900 et seq., set forth in Chapter 5 of 
Division 4 of title 2 af the California Administrative Code, are incorporated 
into this contract by reference and made a part hereof as if set forth in 
full. The Contractor and its subcontractors shall give written notice of their 
obligations under this clause to labor organizations with which they have a 
collective bargaining or other agreement. This nondiscrimination clause shall 
be included in all subcontracts entered into by the Contractor to perform work 
provided for under this Agreement. 
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TERM OF AGREEMENT (continued) 

In the event that the Contractor terminates this Agreement prior to the 
Completion Date, or fails to complete the project in accordance with this 
Agreement, the Contractor shall be liable for repayment to the Conservancy of 
all amounts disbursed by the Conservancy under this Agreement. The Conservancy 
may, at its sole discretion, consider extenuating circumstances and not require 
repayment for work partially completed. 

AUDITS/ACCOUNTS/RECORDS 

The Contractor shall maintain satisfactory financial accounts, documents, and 
records of services rendered under this Agreement, and shall make them 
available to Conservancy staff for auditing and inspection at reasonable time 
and intervals. Such accounts, documents, and records shall be retained by the 
Contractor for three years following the date of final disbursement under this 
Agreement, and shall be subject to examination and audit of the Auditor General 
during this period. The Contractor may use any generally accepted ~ccounting 
system, provided such system meets minimum requirements established by the 
State of California. 

NONDISCRIMINATION 

During the performance of this Agreement, the Contractor and its subcontractors 
shall not unlawfully discriminate against any employee or applicant for 
employment because of race, religion, color, national origin, ancestry, 
phYsical handicap, mental condition, marital status, age or sex. The 
Contractor and its subcontractors shall insure that the evaluation and 
treatment of their employees and applicants for employment are free of such 
discrimination. The Contractor and its subcontractors shall comply with the 
provisions of the Fair Employment and Housing Act (Government Code Section 
12900 et seg.) and the applicable regulations promulgated thereunder 
(California Administrative Code, Title 2, Section 7285.0 et seS')' The 
applicable regulations of the Fair Employment and Housing Commlssion 
implementing Government Code Section 12900 et seq., set forth in Chapter 5 of 
Division 4 of title 2 of the California Administrative Code, are incorporated 
into this contract by reference and made a part hereof as if set forth in 
full. The Contractor and its subcontractors shall give written notice of their 
obligations under this clause to labor organizations with which they have a 
collective bargaining or other agreement. This nondiscrimination clause shall 
be included in all subcontracts entered into by the Contractor to perform work 
provided for under this Agreement. 
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TERM OF AGREEMENT (continued) 

In the event that the Contractor terminates this Agreement prior to the 
Completion Date, or fails to complete the project in accordance with this 
Agreement, the Contractor shall be liable for repayment to the Conservancy of 
all amounts disbursed by the Conservancy under this Agreement. The Conservancy 
may, at its sole discretion, consider extenuating circumstances and not require 
repayment for work partially completed. 

AUDITS/ACCOUNTS/RECORDS 

The Contractor shall maintain satisfactory financial accounts, documents, and 
records of services rendered under this Agreement, and shall make them 
available to Conservancy staff for auditing and inspection at reasonable time 
and intervals. Such accounts, documents, and records shall be retained by the 
Contractor for three years following the date of final disbursement under this 
Agreement, and shall be subject to examination and audit of the Auditor General 
during this period. The Contractor may use any generally accepted ~ccounting 
system, provided such system meets minimum requirements established by the 
State of California. 

NONDISCRIMINATION 

During the performance of this Agreement, the Contractor and its subcontractors 
shall not unlawfully discriminate against any employee or applicant for 
employment because of race, religion, color, national origin, ancestry, 
phYsical handicap, mental condition, marital status, age or sex. The 
Contractor and its subcontractors shall insure that the evaluation and 
treatment of their employees and applicants for employment are free of such 
discrimination. The Contractor and its subcontractors shall comply with the 
provisions of the Fair Employment and Housing Act (Government Code Section 
12900 et seq.) and the applicable regulations promulgated thereunder 
(California Administrative Code, Title 2, Section 7285.0 et seS.). The 
applicable regulations of the Fair Employment and Housing Commlssion 
implementing Government Code Section 12900 et seq., set forth in Chapter 5 of 
Division 4 of title 2 of the California Administrative Code, are incorporated 
into this contract by reference and made a part hereof as if set forth in 
full. The Contractor and its subcontractors shall give written notice of their 
obligations under this clause to labor organizations with which they have a 
collective bargaining or other agreement. This nondiscrimination clause shall 
be included in all subcontracts entered into by the Contractor to perform work 
provided for under this Agreement. 
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COORDINATOR 

All actions and approvals required to be taken by the Conservancy under this 
agreement shall be taken by the Executive Officer of the Conservancy or his 
designee. Don Coppock is designated the Conservancy's Project Coordinator 
and shall be consulted regarding any problems or questions which may arise 
concerning the implementation of this agreement. 

INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR STATUS 

The Contractor shall maintain its status as in Independent Contractor as 
defined in Section 3353 of the California Labor Code. To this end, the 
Contractor shall be under the control of the State, acting through its agent, 
the Conservancy, but only as to the results of its work and not as to the means 
by which the results are accomplished. 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

By signing this Agreement, Contractor swears under penalty of perjury that, 
during the two-year period immediately preceding the date of the Agreement, no 
more than one, final unappealable finding of contempt of court has been issued 
against the Contractor for failure to comply with an order of the National 
Labor Relations Board. 

SETIlEMENT OF DISPUTES 

In the event of any dispute arising out of this Agreement, Contractor shall 
file a "Notice of Dispute" with the Executive Officer within ten (10) days of 
discovery of the problem. Within ten (10) days of such notification, the 
Executive Officer shall meet with the Contractor and Conservancy Project 
Coordinator for the purpose of resolving the dispute. If the Executive Officer 
is unable to resolve the dispute to the Contractor's satisfaction, Contractor 
may proceed to process any claims arising therefrom against the Conservancy 
pursuant to Government Code Sections 900 et seq. 
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CONTRACTOR IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATIOI 

Within thirty (30) days of completion of the final task described in the "Scope 
of Agreement", the Contractor shall be evaluated by the Conservancy's Project 
Coordinator. Until this evaluation of the Contractor's performance is 
completed, the Contractor's final invoice shall not be paid. Upon completion 
of the evaluation, the Conservancy shall pay the remaining amount owed under 
this Agreement. The evaluation shall be kept with the contract records at the 
Conservancy and a copy shall be sent to the Department of General Services, 
legal Office. The evaluation shall be made available to the Contractor upon 
request. 

INCORPORATION OF EXHIBITS TO THIS AGREEMENT 

The attachments to this Agreement, entitl ed "Li st of Assurances (Exhi bit 
1), and "Indemnification and Standard Provisions" (Exhibit 2), describe 
additional rights and responsibilities of the Conservancy and the Contractor 
arising out of this Agreement. Each of these Exhibits is an integral part of 
this Agreement, and each 1s incorporated herein by this reference. 

RESOlllTIOII 

The signature of the Executive Officer on this Agreement certifies that at its 
October 30, 1985 meeting, the Conservancy authorized expenditure for the 
development of model TOC projects, the completion of an antiquated subdivision 
inventory and the preparation of a report of recommendations. 

This agreement is deemed to be entered into in the County of Alameda. 
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EXHIBIT 1 

LIST OF ASSURANCES 

The applicant hereby assures and certifies that it vill comply with Conservancy 
regulations, policies, guidelines and requirements as they relate to the 
acceptance and use of Conservancy funds for this project. Also, the applicant 
qives assurance and certifies with respect to the grant that: 

1. It possesses leqal authority to apply for the qrant, and to finance and 
construct the proposed facilities; that vhere appropriate, a resolution, motion 
or similar action has been duly adopted or passed as an official act of the 
applicant's qoverninq body, authorizinq the filing of the application, 
includinq all understandinqs and assurances contained therein, and directinq 
and authorizinq the person identified as the official representative of the 
applicant to act in connection vith the application and to provide such 
additional information as may be required. 

2. It will have sufficient funds available to meet its own share of the cost 
for projects. Sufficient funds vill be available when the project is completed 
to assure the effective operation and maintenance of the facility for the 
purposes constructed. 

3. It holds sufficient title or interest in the property to enable it to 
undertake lawful development and construction of the project. In the case 
where the Grantee is acquirinq an interest in the property as a part of the 
project development such title documentaiton shall be revieved by the Executive 
Officer of the Conservancy. 

4. It vill not dispose of or encumber its title or other interests in the site 
and facilities except as permitted by the Conservancy. 

5. It vill qive the Conservancy, through any authorized representative, 
access to and the riqht to examine all fecords, books, papers, or documents 
related to the grant. 

6. It vill cause vork on the project to be commenced vithin a reasonable time 
after receipt of notification from the Conservancy that funds have been 
approved and that the project vill be carried to completion with reasonable 
diligence • 

7. It vill, vhere appropriate, comply vith the requirements of the State's 
Braithvaite Act (Chapter 1574, Statutes of 1971 and related statutes), vhich 
provides for fair and equitable treatment of displaced persons. 

8. It vill, vhere appropriate, comply vith the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

9. It vill comply with all requirements imposed by the Conservancy concerning 
special provisions of lav, and program requirements. 
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EXHIBIT 2 

INDEMNIFICATION AND STANDARD PROVISIONS 

1. The Contractor agrees to indemnify, defend and save harmless the State, 
its officers, agents and employees from any and all claims and losses 
accruing or resulting~to any and all contractors, subcontractors, 
materialmen, laborers and any other person, firm or corporation furnishing 
or supplying work, services, materials or supplies in connection with the 
performance of this contract, and from any and all claims and losses 
accruing or resulting to any person. firm or corporation who may be 
injured or damaged by the Contractor in the performance of this contract. 

2. The Contractor, and the agents and employees of the Contractor, in the 
performance of this Agreement, shall act in an independent capacity and 
not as officers or employees or agents of the State of California. 

3. The State may terminate this Agreement and be relieved of the payment of 
any consideration to the Contractor should the Contractor fan to perform 
the covenants herein contained at the time and in the manner herein 
provided. In the event of such termination the State may proceed with the 
work in any manner deemed proper by the State. The cost to the State 
shall be deducted from any sum due the Contractor under this Agreement, 
and the balance. if any, shall be paid the Contractor upon demand. 

4. Without the written consent of the State, this Agreement is not assignable 
by the Contractor either in whole or in part. 

5. Time is the essence of this Agreement. 

6. No alteration or variation of the terms of this contract shall be valid 
unless made in writing and signed by the parties hereto, and no oral 
understanding or agreement not incorporated herein, shall be binding on 
any of the parties hereto. 

7. The consideration to be paid the Contractor, as provided herein, shall be 
in compensation for all of the Contractor's expenses incurred in the 
perforemance hereof, including travel and per diem, unless otherwise 
expressly so provided. 
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San Luis Obispo County 
Planning Department 

February 7, 1986 

Peter Grenell, Executive Director 
California Coastal Conservancy 
1330 Broadway, Suite 1100 
Oakland, California 94611 

Dear Mr. Grenell: 

County Government Center 
San Luis Obispo 
California 93408 
(805) 549-5600 

Paul C. CrawfOrd.AlCP 
Planning Director 

SUBJECT: FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR CAMBRIA-LODGE HILL TDC PROGRAM 

The transfer of development credits program for the Cambria-Lodge Hill 
Program is at a critical stage. The Local Coastal Plan has been amended to 
enable such a program, the Restoration Plan has been completed and 
conceptually approved by the county, and a number of public meetings have 
been held. The final stage involves implementing the program with final 
economic, legal analysis, and ordinance preparation. The program has 
excellent public acceptance to date, mostly due to the expertise of the 
Coastal Conservancy and your consultants in seeking good citizen 
participation. 

Since the TDC program is mandatory upon the county, and the Coastal 
Commission played a large role in requiring it, we felt it was appropriate 
to request funding from the commission for implement.ation work. We first 
estimated the county and consultant costs to be approximately $42,000 I but 
reduced it to approximately $33,000 to gain Coastal Commission staff 
support. This was the minimum amount necessary to take the program to the 
start-up phase. 

The Coastal Commission heard the grant request on December 17, 1985, and to 
our surprise, voted against the recommendation of their staff and reduced 
our $33,000 request by approximately $15,000. While the county is in the 
process of securing the $18,000 grant, the program will he substantially 
delayed if other funding is not secured. 

We have reviewed the countyts alternatives and have come to the conclusion 
that unless we secure the additional $15,000 funding, there will be a 
substantial delay in the program. Secondary effects will also be 
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Peter Grenell, Executive Director 
February 7, 1986 
Page 2 

significant since momentum is extremely important for the program 
development, and a delay on behalf of the county will also effect upcoming 
actions planned by your agency (land acquisition) and the SLO County Land 
Conservancy. 

We are seeking $15,000 in funding for the tasks that the Coastal Commission 
cut. I have asked MJG Inc. to detail specific tasks, purpose and costs, of 
these portions of our work program that need funding. their letter is 
attached. 

The county would appreciate any comments that the conservancy has on our 
situation and would aSK that you consider our request for funding. 

We would like to take this opportuni ty to thank the conservancy for the 
excellent work done to date on the Cambrian/Lodge Hill TDC Program, Should 
you have any questions about this request, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Associate Planner 
Local Coastal Plan Coordinator 

c: John Ashbaugh, SLO Land 
Conservancy 

Madeline Glickfield 

JH/drt/2203L 

Peter Grenell, Executive Director 
February 7, 1986 
Page 2 

significant since 
development, and a 
actions planned by 
Conservancy. 

momentum is extremely important for the program 
delay on behalf of the county will also effect upcoming 
your agency (land acquisition) and the SLO County Land 

We are seeking $15,000 in funding for the tasks that the Coastal Commission 
cut. I have asked MJG Inc. to detail specific tasks, purpose and costs, of 
these portions of our work program that need funding. their letter is 
attached. 

The county would appreciate any comments that the conservancy has on our 
situation and would ask that you consider our request for funding. 

We would like to take this opportuni ty to thank the conservancy for the 
excellent work done to date on the Cambrian/Lodge Hill TDC Program, Should 
you have any questions about this request, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Associate Planner 
Local Coastal Plan Coordinator 

c: John Ashbaugh, SLO Land 
Conservancy 

Madeline Glickfield 

JH/drt/2203L 

Peter Grenell, Executive Director 
February 7, 1986 
Page 2 

significant since 
development, and a 
actions planned by 
Conservancy. 

momentum is extremely important for the program 
delay on behalf of the county will also effect upcoming 
your agency (land acquisition) and the SLO County Land 

We are seeking $15,000 in funding for the tasks that the Coastal Commission 
cut. I have asked MJG Inc. to detail specific tasks, purpose and costs, of 
these portions of our work program that need funding. their letter is 
attached. 

The county would appreciate any comments that the conservancy has on our 
situation and would ask that you consider our request for funding. 

We would like to take this opportuni ty to thank the conservancy for the 
excellent work done to date on the Cambrian/Lodge Hill TDC Program, Should 
you have any questions about this request, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Associate Planner 
Local Coastal Plan Coordinator 

c: John Ashbaugh, SLO Land 
Conservancy 

Madeline Glickfield 

JH/drt/2203L 



San Lui~ Obispo County 
.Planning Department 

July 19. 1985 

Mr. Bill Van Beckum 
California Coastal Commission 
631 Howard Street 
San Francisco. CA 94105 

County Government Center 
San Luis Obispo 
Caljfornia 93408 
(805)549-5600 

Paul C. Crawford. AlCP 
Planning Director 

Re: Transfer of Development Credits Program Grant Submittal 

Dear Mr. Van Beckum: 

Please accept the attached applications. work program and resolution as 
grant request from San Luis Obispo County. The grant is necessary to fund 
cd tical portions of the Transfer of Development Credi t s Program requi red 
as part of our certified Land Use Plan. 

Should you have any questions or if there is any additional information we 
may provide, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

4nFSC'--"'---
cc: John Ashbaugh 

Don Coppock 
Madaline Glickfield 

JH/jm/5997k 

San Lui~ Obispo County 
.Planning Department 

July 19. 1985 

Mr. Bill Van Beckum 
California Coastal Commission 
631 Howard Street 
San Franc! SCOt CA 94105 

County Govemment Center 
San Luis Obispo 
California 93408 
(805) 549·5600 

Paul C. Crawford, AlCP 
Planning Director 

Re: Transfer of Development Credits Program Grant Submittal 

Dear Mr. Van Beckum: 

Please accept the attached applications. work program and resolution as 
grant request from San Luis Obispo County. The grant is necessary to fund 
cri tical portions of the Transfer of Development Credi ts Program required 
as part of our certified Land Use Plan. 

Should you have any questions or i£ there is any additional information we 
may provide. don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely. 

~FSC -----'----
cc: John Ashbaugh 

Don Coppock 
Madaline Glickfield 

JH/ jm/5997k 

San Lui~ Obispo County 
.Planning Department 

July 19. 1985 

Mr. Bill Van Beckum 
California Coastal Commission 
631 Howard Street 
San Francisco. CA 94105 

County Govemment Center 
San Luis Obispo 
California 93408 
(805) 549·5600 

Paul C. Crawford. AlCP 
Planning Director 

Re: Transfer of Development Credits Program Grant Submittal 

Dear Mr. Van Beckum: 

Please accept the attached applications. work program and resolution as 
grant request from San Luis Obispo County. The grant is necessary to fund 
critical portions of the Transfer of Development Credits Program required 
as part of our certified Land Use Plan. 

Should you have any questions or if there is any additional information we 
may provide. dontt hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

<t!nFsc·--r---
cc: John Ashbaugh 

Don Coppock 
Madaline Gllckfleld 

JH/jm/5997k 



DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 
VIA: 

San Luis Obispo County 
,Planning Department 

JUNE 10. 1985 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

JOHN HOFSCHROER. COASTAL SECTION 
PAUL CRAWFORD J PLANNING DIRECTOR 

.. 

Countyaovemment Center 
San luis Obispo 
California 93408 
(805) 549·5600 

Paul C. Crawford. AlCP 
Planning Director 

SUBJECT: SUBMITrAL OF PROPOSED GRANT FOR TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT CREDIT 
PROGRAM. CAMBRIA-LODGE HILL AREA 

SUMMARY 

The Transfer of Development Credits Program for the community of Cambria is 
at an important stage in ita development. The attached grant request to 
the Coastal Commission will fund necessary economic analysis and ordinance 
preparation. Approval by your board i~ a necessary step in securing grant 
monies from the Coastal Commission. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Adopt and instruct the Chairman to sign the attached resolution and 
instruct staff to complete the necessary actions to secure the grant. 

DISCUSSION 

The county and the State Coastal Commission spent several years resolving 
the very difficult issues of the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. The area has 
special characteristics: steep terrain, a rare pine forest and is 
overlayed by a substandard lot sUbdivi3:ton of more than 5.100 lots. With 
less than 20% of the subdivision developed. there appeared to be a tmique 
opportunity to preserve the endangered pine forest. 

The plan for Lodge Hill has been recently certified and reflects 
compromises by both the County and the Coastal Commission. The ultimate 
solution rests with a number of regulations restricting building size and a 
commitment by the County to establish an erosion control program and 
Transfer of Development Credits Program. 

The objective of the Transfer of Development Credits Program is to reduce 
potential bulldout in sensitive are8~ and transfer the density to other 
less-sensitive areas. The County agreed to work with the State Coastal 
Conservancy to establish a pilot program to accomplish this goal. The 
Transfer of Development Credita Program (TOC) continues to be a significant 

DATE: 

TO: 
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VIA: 

San Luis Obispo County 
,Planning Department 

JUNE 10. 1985 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

JOHN HOFSCHROER. COASTAL SECTION 
PAUL CRAWFORD. PLANNING DIRECTOR 

County Govemment Center 
San luis Obispo 
Callfomil!l93408 
(805)549-5600 

Paul C. Crawford, AlCP 
Planning Director 

SUBJECT: SUBMITTAL OF PROPOSED GRANT FOR TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT CREDIT 
PROGRAM. CAMBRIA-LODGE HILL AREA 

SUMMARY 

The Transfer of Development Credits Program for the community of Cambria is 
at an important stage in ita development. The attached grant request to 
the Coastal Commission will fund necessary economic analysis and ordinance 
preparation. Approval by your board i,a a necessary step in securing grant 
monies from the Coastal Commission. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Adopt and instruct the Chairman to sign the attached resolution and 
instruct staff to complete the necessary actions to secure the grant. 

DISCUSSION 

The county and the State Coastal Commission spent several years resolving 
the very difficult issues of the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. The area has 
special characteristics: steep terrain, a rare pine forest and is 
overlayed by a substandard lot sUbdiviS\on of more than 5.100 lots. With 
less than 20% of the subdivision developed. there appeared to be a unique 
opportunity to preserve the endangered pine forest. 

The plan for Lodge Hill has been recently certified and reflects 
compromises by both the County and the Coastal Commission. The ultimate 
solution rests with a number of regulations restricting building size and a 
commitment by the County to establish an erosion control program and 
Transfer of Development Credits Program. 

The objective of the Transfer of Development Credits Program is to reduce 
potential bul1dout in sensitive area", and transfer the density to other 
leas-sensitive areas. The County agreed to work with the State Coastal 
Conservancy to establish a pilot program to accomplish this goal. The 
Transfer of Development Credits Program (TOC) continues to be a significant 
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VIA: 

San Luis Obispo County 
,Planning Department 

JUNE 10, 1985 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

JOHN HOFSCHROER, COASTAL SECTION 
PAUL CRAWFORD, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

County Government Center 
San luis Obispo 
California 93408 
(805)549-5600 

PIIUJ C. Crawford, AlCP 
Pl8nning Director 

SUBJECT: SUBMITTAL OF PROPOSED GRANT FOR TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT CREDIT 
PROGRAM, CAMBRIA-LODGE HILL AREA 

SUMMARY 

The Transfer of Development Credits Program for the community of Cambria is 
at an important stage in ita development. The attached grant request to 
the Coastal Commission will fund necessary economic analysis and ordinance 
preparation. Approval by your board i~ a necessary step in securing grant 
monies from the Coastal Commission. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Adopt and instruct the Chairman to sign the attached resolution and 
instruct staff to complete the necessary actions to secure the grant. 

DISCUSSION 

The county and the State Coastal Commission spent Beveral years resolving 
the very difficult issues of the Cambria/Lodge Hill area. The area has 
special characteristics: steep terrain, a rare pine forest and is 
overlayed by a substandard lot sUbdiviG10n of more than 5,100 lots. With 
less than 20% of the subdiviaion developed, there appeared to be a tm.ique 
opportunity to preserve the endangered pine forest. 

The plan for Lodge Hill has been recently certified and reflects 
compromises by both the County and the Coastal Commission. The ultimate 
solution rests with a number of regulations restricting building size and a 
commitment by the County to establish an erosion control program and 
Transfer of Development Credits Program. 

The objective of the Transfer of Development Credits Program is to reduce 
potential buildout in sensitive area"! and transfer the density to other 
leas-sensitive areas. The County agreed to work with the State Coastal 
Conservancy to establish a pilot program to accomplish this goal. The 
Transfer of Development Credits Program (TOC) continues to be a significant 
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part of the efforts to minimize impacts on the pine forest from the 
ultimate buildout of the subdivision. 

Since certification of the Cambria/Lodge Hill Plan, there have been a 
number of efforts to develop the TDC Program. A local land conservancy has 
been formed and some funding has been obtained from the State Coastal 
Conservancy for preliminary studies. The County is working very closely 
with the State Coastal Conservancy and the San Luis Obispo Land Conaervancy 
in developing a realistic program. 

The TDC Program is at an important stage in its development. Without 
funding for essential studies. economic analysis and ordinance preparation, 
the program could suffer major delay. We have received information that 
some grant funding may be available this summer. 

Attached is a proposed work program that covers upcoming work. We intend 
to request that the State Coastal Commission approve a grant for the amount 
requested. 

JH/hf/38671 
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.. c:V 11/80 

LOCAL COASTAL PROG~~ 

BUOGET ALLOCATION 

Grant App 11 clnt: __ S_A_N_L_U_I_S_O_B_I_S_P_O_C_O_U_N_T_Y __ (_P_LA_N_N_I_NG_D_E_P_A_R_T_ME_N_T_) 

Address: COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER 

_S_A_N_L_U_I_S_O_H_I_S_P_O_,_C_A ______ Zi p Code: 9340~ 

Project Title: PHASE III GRANT REQUEST 
----------------------~-------------------------

Grant Amount Requested: _S ....... 3""'3 ..... .:.1,¥,34 ____ _ Grant Period: 7L§S - 7/86 

Personal Services 
Salaries and Wages 
Bene fits ( 4 3 . 2 %) 

Total Personal Services 

Operating Expenses 
Travel 
Professional and Consultant Services 
Indi rect Chal"ges (see over) (27. 6 ~ l 
Other (Itemize, use separate sheet If required) 

office supplies 
postage 
printing of.r.eports 

(it an overhead rate is charged. 
orov1de basis and breakdown) 

Total Operating Expenses 

Total Budget 

Current Grant Reouest* 

$5r 964 .QO, 

S ____ ~S~.9~6~4~.~OO~ __ __ 

21,170,00 , • 

o , 

S __ ~2~7~._17~0~.~O_O ____ _ 

$====3:3:,1:3:4:0 °=°===== 

*please round off all budget amounts to t.he nearest dollar. 

we:V 11/80· 

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAI~ 

BUDGET ALLOCATION 

Grant Apl'l f cant: __ S_A_N_L_U_I_S_O_B_I_S_P_O_C_O_U_N_T_Y __ C_P_LA_N_N_I_NG_D_E_P_A_R_T_ME_N_T_) 

Address; COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER -------------------------------------------------
__ S_A_N_L_U_I_S_O_H_I_S_oP_O_,_C_A ____________ Zip Code: ___ 9_3_4_0~~ ____ _ 

Project Title: PHASE III GRANT REQUEST 
---------------------~-----------------------

Grant Amount Requested: __ $ ..... 3""3:.a..~1""34....-__ _ Grant Period: 7/85 - 7/86 

Personal Services 
Salaries and Wages 
Bene fits ( 4 3 0 2 % ) 

Total Personal Services 

Operating Expenses 
Travel 
Professional and Consultant Services 
Indirect Charges (see over) (27.6~L 
Other (Itemize, use separate sheet ,f required) 

office supplies 
postage 
pr1 nti ng of. r.eports 

(if an overhead rate is charged. 
orovide basfs and breakdown) 

Total Operating Expenses 

Total Budget 

Current Grant Reauest* 

$S 964 .• QO. 

S _____ ~5~.9~6~4~.~OO~ __ ___ 

27,170, 00 .• 

o r 

$ ___ ~27~,~1~7.0~.~OO ____ ___ 

$====3=3=,1=3=4=.0=0===== 

*please round of! all budget axoounts to the nearest dollar. 

we:V 11/80 

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAI~ 

BUDGET ALLOCATION 

SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY (PLANNING DEPARTMENT) Grant Applfcant: -----------------------------------------------
Address; COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER ------------------------------------------------------

__ S_A_N __ L_U_I_S __ O_H_I_S_oP_O_, __ C_A _____________ Zip Code: ___ 9_3_4_0_~ ____ _ 

Project Title: PHASE III GRANT REQUEST 
----------------------~-------------------------

Gran t Amoun t Req ue s ted: __ $ ..... 3 .... 3 ..... ..,,1 .... 34"""'-____ _ Grant Period: 7/85 - 7/86 

Personal Services 
Salaries and Wages 
Bene fits ( 4 3 0 2 %) 

Total Personal Services 

Operating Expenses 
Travel 
Professional and Consultant Services 
Indirect Charges (see over) (27.6~L 
Other (Itemize, use separate sheet ,f required) 

office supplies 
postage 
pr1 nti ng of. r.eports 

(if an overhead ra te f s cha rged • 
orovide basfs and breakdown) 

Total Operating Expenses 

Total Budget 

Current Grant Reauest* 

$S 964 .• QO. 

S ____ ..... 5~.~9_6.4_.0~O~ __ ___ 

27,170, 00 .• 

o r 

$ ____ ~27~,~1~7.0~.~OO ____ __ 

$====3=3=,1=3=4=.0=0===== 

*please round of! all budget axoounts to the nearest dollar. 



Rev. ll/RO 

< LOCAl COAS7AL ;ROGriAM 
APPLICA n OH FOQ F1JtW<' HG 

rOTAl WORK PROGIW'I 

H4m~ of Aoolfcant: SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Pro ect Dfrector: T1 tll!: . AS 

Address: COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTEH. p 

SAN LUIS OBISPO. CALIFORNIA 9)401 Phone: 549-5600 

FisCll Offfcer: STELLA STALLINGS ntll!: ACCOUNT TECHNICIAN 

AddN!ss: SAME AS ABOVE 

Phone: SAME AS ABOVE 
tate 

ress iona 1 : 20th Senate: 14 th 
tate 

Assef1'iJl 

Months Re u1red to Comolete Total Work 

Total Cost of Pro ram: S 33,134 

List the Oates of Adootian or Status of Your General Plan Elements: 
Open 

land Use Circulation Housino Soace Conservation Hoise Seismic Safet 

AL ELEMENTS RE UP TO 0 TE. 

(!J 1. Resolution authorfzing grant applfcation * 

CRJ Z. Application ·form 

(] l. Tota 1 "'ark Program (New) 

04. Products and Other Milestones Description 

C! 5. Budget 

Q 6. Statement of Assurances 

ER CONSIDE 

29th 

or 

REV. 

o 7. Clearlnghouu Form (sub:d.t CA 169 or 424 to Area Clear:1ngbou.se ex! copy 
of fona to Coutal Coami.lsioa for suba:d&sion to State Clea:r:in:ghau.se for 
intitial PbaM II ~ only. Chtck vith your local U'4I& cl.ariDgbouse 
for Phase III grant su!:mittal. Trzn.s:w:1t verification of el_a.r:£..nc-
bou:J. review 'When coa:tpl et •• ) 

SubaUt ~ (2) capie:! of C'OC:tIpl.ted ~pl1c .. cion to Ceaseal Caamission; 0'D4I copy 
1:1113 t bear 0 rl.ci..na.l sigcat::lJ..t'e s on 1 te:!1.3 1, 2 aDd 6 ~. Sul::mi t one copy .&Ch. 
to the "&iooal and Itat. ooe .. hll1oa of:!1t: ... 

• 

~~y. U/AO 

. LOCAl COAS7AL ~ROG~AM 

APPLICA TI OM Fa ~ F1JNo'r NG 
rOTAl WORK PROGRAM 

H&m~ of Acolfcant: SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Pro ~ct Of rector: Tf tle: . AS 

Address: COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTEH. 

SAN LUIS OBISPO, CALIFORNIA 9)401 Phone: 549-5600 

Fisc.l Offfc~r: STELLA STALLINGS fftle: ACCOUNT TECHNICIAN 

Addn!ss : SAME AS ABOVE 

Phone: SAME AS ABOVE 

20th 

Konths Re uired to Comolete Total Work 

Total Cost of Pro ram: S 33,134 

tate 
Senate: 14th 

tate 
Asse1Ttll 

List the Oates of Adootfon or Status of Your General Plan Elements: 
Open 

Land Use Cfrculation HousinQ Soace Conservation No;se 

AL ELEMENTS RE UP TO 0 TE. HOUSI G UN ER CONSIOE 

(E 1. Resolution luthorfzing grant applfcation * 

GJ 2. Application ·fonn 

[] l. Tota 1 Work Program (New) 

o 4. Products and Oth~r Milestones Descr1 pt\,on 

C2 5. Budget 

Q 6. Statement of Assurances 

29th 

or 

REV. 

o 7. Clearirlghous. Form (sub:d.t CA 189 or 424 to Area Clearinghou.se ex! copy 
of fona to Coastal Com:u::f.uioa for sub:ai.ssion to State Clea.:rl.nghcu.se for 
inti tial Pha.se II ~ only. Cbedc vi th your local area cl.a:riDgbous. 
for Phase III rr.m~ sul:xa:ittal. Trm.sx:d~ verification of elea.:d..ng-
bou.:s. review \./fum CCIIIpht •• ) 

SubaU~ t'-O (2) copies of completed. applicetion to Coastal Coam.i.ssioo; ot:I4 copy 
au t be ar 0 ric ina.l d.gc.a 0J.re S 00 1 te::13 1. 2 Cld 6 abov.. SUl:m1 t ODe copy .ach 
to the reciooal and .tat. ooa-1 •• 1oa o!£1cu. 

• 

~re. ~[~~~~~~-~----
• '.. -. " ,. '::" ::-0". • _ 

Rev. ll/RO 

. LOCAl COAS7AL rROGriAM 
AP"LICATlOtf FO~ FUNO'(f;G 

TOTAL WORK PROGIUM 

N&m~ of Aoolfcant: SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Pro ect Dfrector: Tf tle: . AS 

Address: COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTEH. 

SAN LUIS OBISPO. CALIFORNIA 93401 Phone: 549-5600 

FisCll Offfcer: STELLA STALLINGS f1 tle: ACCOUNT TECHNICIAN 

Address: SAME AS ABOVE 

Phone: SAME AS ABOVE 

tate 
20th Senate: 14 th 

Months Re uired to Comolete Total Work 

Total Cost of Pro ram: S 33,134 
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AL ELEMENTS RE UP TO D TE. HOUSI 
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[J 5. Budget 
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tate 
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REV. 
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I TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT CUDI T 
WORK PR(x;RAl1 AND COST ESTIMATES 

A. GRANT REQUEST AGAINST PHASE III FUNDS 

Work program for development of a Transfer of Development Credits Program 
and Implementing Ordinances. 

TASK 101 GRANT ADMINISTRATION 

101.1 Support to Coastal Conservacy 
Grant: Base info support 

HJG NLD 
STAPF TIME/COST 

LB CONSULT COUNTY 
TOTAL 

321 

C-:;::·":::::::"::::::::::::::::·""'='<l;"O;l::::'2:::;;. :::"'::::"'::-:::C::o::;:un::"=;:<t:r:cyJ;Jl:is~tallllf~f~"~!!::a::::i:=:i:::-e-::n::Q::::a:!:ncCe-a=t!=l=::r:=-=f ---:.::::...-- '" " ,< - .' C<..'"'::::;;: ,*.1: . _-~~ 

101.3 

meetings 

Supplement to Coastal Conserv
ancy to cover HJG augmentation 

TASK 102 ORDINANCE DEVELOPMENT 

370 

CONSULT COUNTY 
TOTAL 

102.1 Develop final receiving 
areas and establish final 
exchange 

$1,600 6,800 6350 [$8,750 

102.2 Clarify functions of LUP and 
LCP O-rdinances and insure 
consistency. 

400 

102.3 Review all related public 800 
policy and regulatory documents 
that could affect TDC 

102.4 Review of Disincentives: 400 
make recommendations to ~ 

102.5 

remove them and assist 
county staff in implementing 
them. 

Develop of draft TOC Ord
inance. 

102.6 Develop of draft amend
ments needed to existing 
county general plan and 
ordinances to insure 
consistency. 
(.) All applicable General Plal 

Elements, LUR, LCP 
(h) Land Use Ordinance (LUO) 
(d County Code. 

2,000 

200 

400 $ 86 

800 183 

$500 900 86 

5,120 7,120 

100 300 1200 
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Work program for development of a Transfer of Development Credits Program 
and Implementing Ordinances. 

STAPF TIME/COST 
TASK 101 GRANT ADMINISTRATION HJG NLD LB CONSULT COUNTY 

TOTAL 
101.1 Support to Coastal Conservacy 

Grant: Base info support 321 _.-. -,-- -. - G..::: .::: -::ex I: 
· ....... ··101:z---County staff""aftenaance - ~-.- .- .-

at 
meetings 370 

101.3 Supplement to Coastal Conserv-
ancy to cover MJG augmentation 

TASK 102 ORDINANCE DEVELOPMENT CONSULT COUNTY 
TOTAL 

102.1 Develop final receiving $1,600 6,800 6350 1$8,750 
areas and establish final 
exchange 

-
102.2 Clarify functions of LUP and 400 400 $ 86 

LCP Ordinances and insure 
consistency. 

102.3 Review al.1 related public 800 800 183 
policy and regulatory documents 
that could affect me 

102.4 Review of Disincentives: 400 $500 900 86 
make recommendations to ,.. 
remove them and assist 
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IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY OF SA.."1 LUIS OBISPO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

__ .. :r.£~lL day ________ ':l1tl,:t __ 2.. ________ • 19 ____ .65 

PRESENT: Supervisors Jerry Diefenderfer, Evelyn Delany, Ruth Brackett, 
Carl Hysen and Chairman William B. Coy 

ABSENT: None 

RESOLUTION NO. 85~ 317 

RESOLUTION RELA'fIVE TO COASTAL ZONE MA...1Il'AGEMENT 
pLANNING ASSIStANCE 

The foll~wing Resolution is now offered and read: 

WHEREAS, the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors 

recognizing the problems and issues identified in the attached 

application for Coastal Zone Management Grant desires to provide 

for a planning study contributing to improved coastal planning, 

decision making, and management capability related to community 

development and grow~h; and 

WHEREAS, the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors has 

developed a Local Coastal Program to deal with these development 

problems and issues; and 

WHEREAS, certain provisions of the Public Resources Code of 

the State of California provide for planning and financial 

assistance for such a program; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the San Luis Obispo 

County Board of Supervisors hereby requests the Coastal 

Commission to provide planning and financial assistance under the 

authority of the Public Resources Code of the State of 

California, not to exceed the amount of $33,134. Such planning 

assistance is more particularly described in a project 

description that is attached hereto and made a part of this 

resolution as if fully set forth herein. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Chairman of the Board of 

Supervisors is hereby authorized and empowered to execute in the 

_ name of San Luis Obispo County all necessary applications, 

contracts, and agreements and amendments hereto to implement and 

carry out the purposes specified in this resolution. 

IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY OF SA....'f LUIS OBISPO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

PRESENT: Supervisors Jerry Diefenderfer, Evelyn Delany, Ruth Brackett, 
Carl Hysen and Chairman William B. Coy 

ABSENT: None 
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pLANNING ASsISTANcE 

The following Resolution is now offered and read: 
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Upon motion of Supervisor __ ~D~e~l~a~n~y ___________ , seconded by 

Supervisor ~H~y~s~e~n _____________ , and on the following roll call 

vote. to wit:" 

AYES: Supervisors Delany, Hysen, Diefenderfer, Brackett, 
Chairman Coy 

NOES: None \ 

ABSENT: None 

ABSTAINING: None 

the foregoing resolution is hereby adopted. 

WILLIAM B. COY 

thairman of the Board of Supervisors 

ATTEST: 

FRANCIS M. COONEY 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

[SEAL] 

APPROVED AS TO FORM iND LEGAL EFFECT: 

JAMES B. LINDHOLM, JR. 
County Counsel 

By· ~ . De pu l:Y'OUIitYOilns e i 

Dated: _-I~,+-__ Ii..f...JI_I_q...;8...;S ___ _ 

2848e 
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Scare or C.aUromla. George Deukmejian. Covemor 

C.alifomia Coastal Commission 
SOlJr.--+ CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT 
7"35 Scare S(re~t. (805) %3-68il 
Balboa Buiiding, Suire 232. 
Sanca Barbara. CA 93101 

PROPOSED REVISED FINDINGS 

December 20, 198~ 

TO: COMMISSIONERS AND INTERESTED PERSONS 

FROM: MICHAEL L. FISCHER, EXECUTIVE ~IRECTOR; EDWARD BROWN AND DAN PAY, 
DISTRICT DrRECTOR f~NO COAST,:l.L PROGrlAM ANALYST III, SOUTH CENTRAL COAST 
AREA; JACK LI EBSTEP AND MARGARET MACLEOD, LC? STAFF PLANNERS 

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON THE RESUBMITTED LOC;l.L COASTAL 
PROGRAM/LAND USE PLAN FOR C.~rA8RIA/LODGE HILL (SAN LU r S 081SPO COUNTY). 
REVISED FINOINGS SC~EDULED FOR THE JANUARY 8-11, 1985, 9:00 A.M: HOLIDAY 
INN -- LAX. Las ANGELES 

SYNOPSIS 

SUr-1MARY 

Lodge Hill's problems of erosion, forest preservation, scenic protection, habitat 
maintenance and adequate public services are all interrelated. Salving the 
problems depends on the adoption of a program to manage deveiopment of the area's 
substandard lots. The basic Lodge Hill lot is so small (1750 sq.ft.) that even 
three lots combined do not equal a standard sized residential lat. The County 
generallY proposes to continue a system o~ lot coverage and Gross Structural Area 
(GSA) controlS similar to those in the C0lJ1Jl1iss10n's Interpretive Guideiines, 
"..;hich have controi1ed development in recent years. To control '.vater run-off and 
erosion/sedimentation genera:ed from development, the County has inCluded in the 
resubmittal an ared'r'lide erosion control program as ~"el1 as requiring the 
installation of site specific erosion control measures. Moreover, to reduce full 
bu i 1 d-out and to decrease pub 1 i c servi ce demands, the County has inc T uded a 
'Ioluntary Transfer of Development Credit (TOC) prcgr::m. I,~ith implemen:ation of 
these deve 1 opment can tro 1 S I the adverse effects on coasta 1 resources 'Nil 1 be 
mitigated. 

an November 28, 1984, the Commisison certified the Cambria/Lodge Hil1 resubmittal 
of the Land Use Plan as submitted by the County of San Luis Obispo. The staff 
recommends adoption of the attached findings in support of the Commission's action. 

Far further infcr.nation regarding the resubmittal and the staff reccmmendation, 
please contact Margaret MaCleod at (805) 963-6872. or Jack Liebster (415) 
543-8555. 
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REVISED FINDINGS SC~EDULED FOR THE JANUARY 8-1!, 1985, 9:00 A.M: HOLIDAY 
INN -- LAX. LOS ANGELES 

SYNOPSIS 

SU~1MARY 
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',Jhich have controlled de'lelopment in recent years. To control '.'later run-off and 
erosion/sedimentation genera:ed from development, the County has included in the 
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three lots combined do not equal a standard sized residential lat. The County 
general1y proposes to continue a system of lot coverc.ge and Gross Structurai ,4.rea 
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these deve I opment contra I S I the adverse effects on coastal resources '.'Ii i 1 be 
mitigated. 

On November 28, 1984, the COlfmi si san certi fi ed the Cambri a/Lodge Hi 11 resubmi tta I 
of the Land Use Plan as submitted by the County of San Luis Obispo. The staff 
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p1ease contact ~argaret Maclead at (805 963-687: or Jac:< Liebst~r (415) 
543-8555. 



-2-

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION, MOTION AND RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY 

A. MOTION #1: I move that the Commission certify the Land Use Plan for the 
Cambri a/Lodge Hi 11 porti on of the County of San Lu is Obi spo as resubmitted. 

B. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends a YES vote and the adoption of the 
following resolution and findings. An affinnative vote by a majority of 
the appointed Commissioners is needed to pass the motion. 

C. Commissioners voting: Yes: Hisserich, MacElvaine, Gotch, 
McMurray, McNeil, Shipp, \;'ornum, Wright, Nutter. No: None. 
Bellerue. 

McEnnis, 
Abstain: 

D. RESOLUTION TO CERTI FY: The Commi ss i on hereby certifi es the resubmi tted 
Cambria/Lodge Hill Land Use Plan of the County of San Luis Obispo and finds 
for the reasons discussed below that the resubmitted Land Use Plan meets 
the requirements of and is in conformity '.vith the policies of Chapter 3 
(commencing with Section 30200) of the California Coastal Act to the extent 
necessary to achieve the basic state goals specified in Section 30001.5 of 
the Coastal Act; that the resubmitted Land Use Plan contains a specific 
access component as required by Section 30S00(a) of the Coastal Act; that 
the resubmitted Land Use Plan is consistent with applicable decisions of 
the Commission that shall guide local government actions pursuant to 
Section 30625(c) of the Coastal Act; and that the certification of the 
resubmitted Land Use Plan meets the requirements of Section 
21080.5(d)(2)(i) of the California Environmental Quality Act, as there are 
no further feasible mitigation measures or feasible alternatives which 
could substantially lessen significant adverse impacts on the environments. 

II. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL AS RESUBMITTED 

A. ENVIRONMENTALLY SENS rTIVE Hft.B ITATS AND B IOLOG IC,;L PRODUCTIVITY 

PRC Section 30240 requires that (a) enVironmentally sensitive habitat be protected 
agains: significant habitat disruption and only resource dependent uses be allowed 
in such areas and (b) adjacent development be sited and designed to prevent habitat 
impacts. 

PRC Section 30231 requires that "the biological productivity of coastal waters, 
streams, and wetlands shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through 
among other means ... contro 11 i ng r'Jn-off •.. II 

PRe Section 30250 requires that "new development shall be located ... where it will 
not have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively on coasta 
resources ... 

PRC Section 30253 requires that II new development shal1 ... neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion ... 11 

These policies govern new development locd in the /t1onterey Pine Forest and Sar 
Rosa Creek environmental1y sensitive habitats areas of Lodge Hill. The actions 
needed to protect these resources are discussed below. 
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Cambria/Lodge Hill portion of the County of San Luis Obispo as resubmitted. 

B. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Sta ff recommends a YES vote and the adopti on of the 
following resolution and findings. A.n affinnative vote by a majority of 
the appointed Commissioners is needed to pass the motion. 

C. Commissioners voting: Yes: Hisserich, MacElvaine, Gotch, 
McMurray, McNeil, Shipp, Wornum, Wright, Nutter. No: None. 
Bell eru e. 

McEnnis, 
Abstain: 

D. RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY: The Commission hereby certifies the resubmitted 
Cambria/Lodge Hill Land Use Plan of the County of San Luis Obispo and finds 
for the reasons discussed below that the resubmitted Land Use Plan meets 
the requirements of and is in conformity with the pol icies of Chapter 3 
(commencing with Section 30200) of the California Coastal Act to the extent 
necessary to achieve the basic state goals specified in Section 30001.5 of 
the Coastal Act; that the resubmitted Land Use Plan contains a specific 
access component as required by Section 30500(a) of the Coastal Act; that 
the resubmitted Land Use Plan is consistent with applicable decisions of 
the Commission that shall guide local government actions pursuant to 
Section 30625(c) of the Coastal Act; and that the certification of the 
resubmitted Land Use Plan meets the requirements of Section 
21080.5(d)(2)(i) of the California Environmental Quality Act, as there are 
no further feasible mitigation measures or feasible alternatives which 
could substantially lessen significant adverse impacts on the environments. 

II. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL AS RESUBMITTED 

A. ENVIRONMENTALLY SENS ITIVE Hfl.B ITATS AND B TOLOG IC.~L PRODUCTIVITY 

PRe Section 30240 requires that (a) enVironmentally sensitive habitat be protected 
agains: significant habitat disruption and only resource dependent uses be allowed 
in such areas and (b) adjacent development be sited and designed to prevent habitat 
impacts. 

PRe Section 30231 requires that "the biological productivity of coastal 'o'Iaters, 
streams, and wetlands shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through 
among other means ... contro 11 i ng r"J n-off •.. " 

PRe Section 30250 requires that "new development shall be 1ocated ... where it will 
not have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulativelY on coasta' 
resources ... 

PRC Section 30253 requires that "new development shall. .. neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion ... " 

These policies govern new development located in the ~onterev Dine ~arest and Santa 
Rosa Creek ervironmentally sensitive habitat.s areas of Lodge Hill. The actions 
needed to protect these resources are discussed below. 
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The I~ontarey Pine Forest of Lodge Hin ~s significant fer both its habitat va1ues 
and its rarity. However, it has been pre'liousTy subdivided into several thousand 
smalT residentiai lots accompanied with public services. Most of Lodge Hi11, 
(including East and West Lodge Hill and Tap of the World Subareas) is covered by a 
forest consisting of Monterey Pine (Pinus Radiata) mixed with some coast lfve oak 
(quercus Agrifola). Althou~h pianted in other areas of the State as a 1~ndscape 
tree, the I'~onterey Pine survives natura11y in only three stands in the '",orld, one 
near Ana ~ue'lo Point in San Mateo County, one at ~!cnterey) and the ene at Cambria, 
which marks the southern limit of the Monterey Pine range (Enviccm, 1984 p. V.ZS, 
G-S) . 

The Cambria stand consists of twa major groupings at Cambria and at Pica Creek, '..vitn 
small outliers. The smailer northern grove at Pica Creek encompasses sao acres. 
The main ferest occupies be~",een 2,500 to 3,000 acres. The subdivisions at ledge 
HilT cover much of the larger forest. 

The Monterey Pine is ~ isted as "rare'· by the California Native P1ant Society. The 
rarity of these natura 1 graves has enhanced the importance of preservi ng tnem as a 
source of genetic diversity (for example, growers fram New Zealand reguTarly return 
to Monterey to co11ect seeds). The Cambria. Pines differ significantly from ather 
stands and taxoncmi sts have sometimes recegn.i zed th i s. stand as cons ti tuti ng a 
se~arate variety (P. radiata 'far. macrocaroa) because of the unusuany 1arge cones 
the tre!:!s in this stand bear. tn addition t.o its intrinsic rarity va1ue, the farest 
is criticaT as an agent of soiT protection and erosion contro1. 

The intac~ forest has aver prehistoric time developed an highly erosive seils and 
has created do natura1 system of subsurface roots and surface cov~r 'Hhich acts co 
bind the san par'Cic1es in place. As discussed in the fo~lQwing sections, this 
forests' value in soil protec:icn and erosion control is cri:ica? t~ the protection 
of the anadromcus fishery habitat of Santa Rasa Creek. 

That the forest itself has high scenic value fer both resider and travelers is 
without question. Vast stretches of apen land surround Cambria, but mast of the 
deveiopment that has occ!.lrred has: been iocated aimost exclusiveiy 't'li;:hin the fares:. 
attesting to its inherent attractive!1ess. indeed historic mar'keting of :he area 
emphasized the fares":; environment, ',vith s10gans such as '·eamerfa Pines by the Sea". 
It is irenic t.1at t"is deveiopment now threatens to destra~f the '/er-j fores":; t'.1at 
attracted it. 

The forest generaiiy is mature and even aged. HistcricaiTy a fire or ather 
disturbance probably tJ""lggerea a bread, rapid forest repraeuct~an over a short 

. d ~ +-. r"! " -h· ,. '. 'I. ...' • " ,. , per10 07' ",,1me. uvera. I, '-,.e TOreSi: 1S aomina:ec ;;y maC.ure :rees 'N,:n rngn caneoy 
and tail, straight ti'Jnks. Mast :r<:es apoear be advanced in :hei: normal Ii 
soan. ihese trees reach fun size fn 80 to 100 year's anc fe',o( trees :as: more 
1-~'~ y~.::!rs ~ne ';""'~~s rc.=,.', l-.e 4 I-n' -,.. ,..; 'f?O ':,:IQ7- I 'n' ;::In m- fo"rf'?"lQ ,:;:I"t".l rna" r.:n"Cl ':_fl*tM ""t,4 . .Jo.;t""" .. ."u !::_ • '" l,. •. __ .... _'-, " '::: l,.~ u, l.._ , __ • ~,_. ,I.C,.",,_ ... 11 __ " J _ ~~ " ..... 1. '-'"" '..>..J 
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hea.vy duff and shading af the fOies,,:; flcar. '"Jhere ifght is a'/a1iab1e and son is 
ex;::osed, however, yeung tre'.:s are foune 'tigorous:ly growing. 
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Monterey Pine Farest 

The ,'1onterey Pi ne Forest of Lodge Hill iss i 9ni fi cant far bo hits hab i ta t va lues 
and its rarity. However, it has ~een previousiy subdivided nto severai thousand 
sma1T residentiai lots accompanied with public services. ~ost of L:Jdge Hi1i, 
(including East and West Lodge Hill and Top of the World Subareas) is covered by a 
forest consisting of Monterey Pine (Pinus Radiata) mixed with some coast lfve oak 
(quercus Agrifola). Altl1oug.h pianted in other areas of the State as a :J.ndscape 
tree, the t~onterey Pine survives naturally in only three stands in the ' ... arld, one 
near Ana Nuevo Point in San Mateo County, one at ~~cnterey, and the one at Cambria, 
which marks the southern limit of the Monterey Pine range (Envicom, 1984 p. V.26, 
G-5) . 

The Cambria stand consists of ~ ... o major groupings at Cambria and at Pica Creek, with 
small outliers. The smaller northern grove at Pica Creek encompasses 500 acres. 
The main ferest occupies be~ ... een 2,500 to 3,000 acres. The subdivisions at Lodge 
HilT cover much of the larger forest. 

The Monterey Pine is iisted as "rare" by the California Native Plant Society. The 
rarity of these natura 1 graves has enhanced the importance of preservi ng them as a 
source of genecic diversity (for example, growers fram New Zealand regularly return 
ta :.1onterey to collect seeds). The Cambria Pines differ significantly from ather 
stands a.nd taxoncmi sts have sometimes recagn.i zed th i s. stand as cans ti tuti ng a 
se~arate variety (P. radiata '/ar. macrocar'Ja) because of the unusuan y large cones 
the trees in this stand bear. Ln aaaition to its intrinsic rarity value, the forest 
is criticaT as an agent of soil protection and erosion controT. 

The intac~ fores~ has aver prehistoric time developed an highly erosive seils and 
has c:""eated a natura 1 system of subsurface roots ar,d surface cov~r 'Hhi cn aces co 
bind the son partic1es fn place. ':;S dfscussed in the fallowing sec~iens, this 
forests' value in soil protection and erosion cont:""ol is critica7 to the pratection 
of the anacromaus fishery habitat of Santa Rosa Creek. 

That the ferest itself has high scenic value for bath residents and trave1ers is 
without ques~ian. Vast stretches of apen land surround Cambria, but ~ost of the 
deve1opmen: ~hat has occurred has been located a~most exclusively within the fores~, 
attesting to its inherent attractiveness. [neeed historic marketing of :he area 
emphasized the fores-: envi~nment, 'Ni~h sTogans such as "Cambria. Pi:1es by the Sea ll

• 
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at~rac~ed it. 

The forest generaiiy is mature arid even aged. HistaricaiTy a fire or ether 
disturbance probably triggered a br~ad, rapid forest repracuct~an ever a shor~ 
ceriod of time. Overall, t~e forest is dominated bv ii1atu~e trees ~1th hfch CanaDY r .. _, -4 
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hea.vy duff and shading af tf':e forest f~aar. '""here light is a'/aiiabie and san s 
e.x!=osed, hcwever I young trees are founc 'Ii gareus 1 y growi ng. 
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The Cambria stand consists of ~ ... o major groupings at Cambria and at Pico Creek, with 
small outliers. The smaller northern grove at Pica Creek encompasses 500 acres. 
The main ferest occupies be~ ... een 2,500 to 3,000 acres. The subdivisions at Lodge 
HilT cover much of the larger forest. 
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rarity of these natura 1 groves has enhanced the importance of preservi ng them as a 
source of genecic diversity (for example, growers from New Zealand regularly return 
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the trees in this stand bear. Ln aaaition to its intrinsic rarity value, the forest 
is criticaT as an agent of soil protection and erosion control. 

The intac~ fores~ has over prehistoric time developed on highly erosive seils and 
has c:""eated :. natura 1 system of subsurface roots ar,d surface cov~r 'Hhi cn a.c~s co 
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At present, the trees within the forest are generally healthy a1though some insect 
attack primarily by the pine bark beetle has been noted at Cambria. The major 
health problem is attack by the gall rust Periderimum which causes galls on the 
tree. Attack of 'Pine Mistletoe Arceuthobium 'Has also observed in the field. 
Occasional stands of coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) are found invading the pine 
forest. 

The Monterey Pine is a fire adapted species. In its natural state it requires 
periodic low intensity fires to stimulate the tree's cones to release their seeds, 
to clear away the understory exposing the soil to the seeds, and to return nutrients 
caught up in the understory to the so"i 1 as ash to ferti 1 i ze the growth from the 
seeds. As development has moved into the area, fire has been excluded, interrupting 
the natural cycle of the forest, and weakening it. This has created a need for 
active management if the forest's important, rare, scenic, habitat and soil 
stabilizing values are to be maintained and protected. 

Santa Rosa Creek 

Santa Rosa Creek lies at the base of the Lodge Hill forests and provides a home 70r 
a variety of wildlife in the Cambria area. It is critical habitat for anadromous 
steel head trout as well as the three spined stickleback and prickly sculpin. The 
steelhead trout is one of the most important anadromous game fish in the State, but 
is experiencing a decline statewide resulting from degradation of spawning sites. 
Santa Rosa Creek is an important resource in this regard si nce it has been 
estimated to support a population of over 63,000 steelhead (Envicom, J-51). PRe 
Section 30231 specifically requires that such biological productivity be maintained 
and where feasible restored. However development of small lots on steep forested 
slopes in Cambria has increased sedimentation in Santa Rosa Creek (SLO Co. 1979, p. 
44). Lodge Hill soils are characterized by the Nacimiento clayloam soil complex. 
Thi s soil provi des favorab 1 e conditi ons for the ·Monterey Pi ne forest, "whose 
development and limited disruption to the present have mitigated the severe surface 
erosion hazard characteristic of this soil-slope complex... However, with 
development and disruption of the pine forest, considerable surface erosion and 
accompan~;ng sedimentation of surface streams could be expected. Steep slopes 
render t ese upland soi1s highly susceptib1e to erosion (Sanger, p. 12 emphasis 
added). 

This excessive sedimentation adversely affects fish by reducing spawning areas and 
foad availabi1ity. The transported sediment increases turbidity, reduces 
visibility, smothers eggs and deprives fry of necessary oxygen. There is a need to 
control such erosion and sedimentation by limiting the cumulative amount of 
development, by limiting disruption of the forest, and by providing specific on- and 
off-sit~ erosion and sediment contral mechanisms and techniques. 

LUP Consistency with Coatai Act Sensitive Habitats or 8io10gica1 Productivity 
Reau i rements , 

The solution of the resource protection problems of Lodge Hill require a combination 
of effective on-site, off-site and areawide development controls. At the July 10, 
1984 public hearing, the Commission certified, with suggested modifications, the 
County I s resubmi tta 1 of the Lodge Hi 11 segment of the LUP" In the suggested 
modifications, the Ccmmission required the preparation of a Specific Plan either on 
an area-wide or block-by-b1ock basis within the identified Special Program ,~rea • 
Of the suggested modifications, the County, and the vast majority of the interested 

-4-

At present, the trees within the forest are generally healthy a1though some insect 
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Occasional stands of coast live cak (Quercus agrifolia) are found invading the pine 
forest. 

The Monterey Pi ne is a fi re adapted speci es. In its na tu ra 1 state it requ ires 
periodic low intensity fires to stimulate the tree's cones to release their seeds, 
to clear away the understory exposing the soil to the seeds, and to return nutrients 
caught up in the understory to the so·i 1 as ash to fertil i ze the growth from the 
seeds. As development has moved into the area, fire has been excluded, interrupting 
the natural cycle of the forest, and weakening it. This has created a need for 
active management if the forest's important, rare, scenic, habitat and soil 
stabilizing values are to be maintained and protected. 

Santa Rosa Creek 
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development, by limiting disruption of the forest, and by providing specific on- and 
off-site erosion and sediment contral mechanisms and techniques. 

LUP Consistency with Coatal Act Sensitive Habi:ats or Biological Productivity: 
Reau i rements 
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public. vigorously opposed the implementation of the Specific Plan(s) as being tao 
unwieldly and expensive to complete. The County, after several meetings, public 
forums and two public hearings, concluded th~t the same goal of protect~ng forest 
and in-stream resourCeS could be accompiished '",ith imp;ementatian of stricter 
develooment and erosion contral measures in Lodge Hill, especially within Special 
Prcj ect .'~reii #1. 

The County, in response to the Commission's suggested modifications and p.ublic 
concerns, has adapted. development standards that reduce structural footprint in bot 
SpeciaT Project areas as wen as an the smal1 25 ' wide, steep hiTlside (30~ or 
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impTernem: effective an-site drainage control measures as ',.,en as participating in 
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County's resubmittal has not included. in the development standards the 15~-30~ s;ape 
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, . h • t' . SOil 30el ~ ... w.1:,1n ne J. ;,,- '4 Slape ca,~egory. 
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wi11 provide property owners design incentives that wi11 result in the design of 
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public. vigorously opposed the implementation of the Specific PTan(s) as being too 
unwfeTdTy and expensive to compTete. The County, after severai meetings, public 
forums and two publfc heari~gs, concluded th=t the sam~ go~1 of oratect~ng forest 
and in-stream resources couTd be accomplished 'Nith implementation of stricter 
development and erosion controT measures in Lodge HiT1, especialTy within Specia1 
Prcj ect Are~ 

The County, in response to the Cammi ssi on's suggested modi fi ca ti ons and pub Tic 
concerns, has adopted deveTopment standards that reduce structuraT footprint in bath 
Special Project areas as 'HeTi as on the sma1T 25' wide, steep hiTlside (30~ or 
greater) and forested Tots. ,ll.dditiona1Ty, property owners 'NiTT be required to 
impTement effective on-site drainage controT measures as 'HeTl as participating in 
the area-wi de erosf on control program that the County '/'Ii i T be prepari ng. The 
County's resubmittal Mas not incTuded in the deveTopment standards the 15~-3G% sTope 
lot category as had been incTuded in the suggested modifications. Accordir.~ to the 
County, the 15:-30% sTope iot category 'Has superfluous. ApproximateTy 9G~ (or ±855 
buildabTe parceTs or Lodge HiTT) is either farestec or steep sToped (or bath) and 
10% of ~he remaining unforested Tand (or =95 buiTdabTe parceTs) are either Tocated 
in SpeciaT Project Area #2 or in the Marine Terrace area. Each area is subject to 
specific deveTopment standards. Therefore, very few, if any, Tots '/Jould have been 
w.ithin the 15:-3G~ sTope ca.tegory. 

Additionaliy in this resubmittaT, the County has incTuded a 10~ increaSe or bonus af 
the footprint and gross strJct:JraT area (GSA). The County.feeTs that such a bonus 
wiTl provide property owners design incentiv~s that win result in the design of 
more environmentaTly sensitive strJctures. As submitted the criteria for 
determi ni ng '.'fhether a project prapasa 1 wauT d quaT i fy for the bonus are vague and 
subjective. In addition, the bonus program may decrease the pubTic incentive for 
participating in the voTuntary Transfer of Development Crea"ft (TDC) program. In 
response to these concerns the County has stated that the bonus c~iteria ~au1d be 
- T ' ... T' t1 '..,' . • .'........ • • (Oh •• T \ d· 10, ... T'U iy au ... 1ne", 1.1 .. 119 or::1:1anCe 1mplemen,.,ng C,lIe pOliCy "ase L;.~) an :"a. 
alTowing ~he bonus wcu1d onTy result in a 2: increase of imcer~iaus sur~acing on the 
parceT. TMe overal T adverse environmental impact '/'Iould be negible and ;TIore 
environmentaT benefit (such as protectfng exis:ing trees) wilT be derived than last. 
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e~fecti'/e deveTopment standa~ds, incTuding minimiz:"ing tree loss, mandatary t;-ee 
repiacement of nati'/e stac~ (if availa.ble) or from generaT ,\!onterey Pine stock, 
on-s~te drainage pTans, off-site or area-wide erasion control programs as ,,*ei1 as 
providing i:1cent"i'les, inCluding the struc:ural area bonus and TDC pr:Jgrams, to 
encourage envirorrmentaTTy sensitive cesfgns an parce1s '",hie" win mitigate :he 
curnuTati'/e adverse impacts af per.nitted deveTopment. !A~th impiementa:ion of the 
County's program far L.edge H111 J the program is consistent 'Mit:' ?RC Secticns 302<!.O, 

... ..... _. . '1 . . . "'" ... .., ... "7j. - ".. • • 
prc~ec~1an or env1ronmen:aJ ,y senSltlVe naCI~ats; JU~~~, maln~enance ar ul0tOglCli 
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and s2ci~entation. 
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specific development standards. Therefore, very few, if any, lots '/Jould have been 
~ithin the 15:-3G~ slape category. 

Additionaliy in this resubmittal, the County has incTuded a 10~ increase or bonus of 
the footprint and gross strJct:JraT area (GSA). The County.feeTs that such a bonus 
wiTl provide property owners design incentiv'7s that win result in the design of 
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subjective. In addition, the bonus program may decrease the public incentive for 
participating in the voTuntary Transfer of Deveiopment Crea"ft (TDC) program. In 
response to these concerns the County has stated that the bonus c~iteria ~au1d be 
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In surrmary, the proposed LUP resubmittal for the Cambria/L::dge f-!~ii se;ment provides 
e7"fecti'/e development standa~ds, including minimiz:"ing tree lass, mandatary t;-ee 
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sited and designed to protect views to and along the 
ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the 
alteration of natural landfonns, to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual 
quality in visually degraaed areas." 

The tall trunks and high canopy of the Monterey Pine forest give the Lodge Hill area 
its distinctive scenic character. The density of trees and roll ing topography 
sloping toward the ocean creates a dense forest that, despite the development that 
has occurred, still affords travelers along Highway 1 a dramatic visual experience. 

Two areas in particular are highly visible and most critical to protecting the views 
in this scenic coastal area as required by PRC Section 30251. These areas, 
generally located in and around the Special Project Areas proposed in the LUP, are 
especially visible by travelers on Highway 1. The more northerly area, Special 
Project Area 1, provides views into a deep, lush and relatively undisturbed scenic 
portion of the forest. Special Project Area 2, known as "Top of the World", is, as 
might be sunnised from this name, visually prominent in the area. This Area 2 is a 
high slope of generally treeless open land visible from a long stretch of Highway 1. 

The Coastal Act requires that the visual quality and scenic character of these areas 
be protected. The LUP has included policies to decrease the height of the 
structures within the Highway 1 visual corridor, provide design standards, and 
require vegetative screening in order to decrease the visual impact of development 
withi-n the Highway 1 visual corridor. The LUP, as submitted, is therefore 
consistent with the visual resource policies of the Coastal Act. 

C. HAZARDS 

PRC Section 30253 states that "New development shall minimize risks to life and 
property in areas of high .•. fire ... hazard." 

Before development of the area, fires were a natural part of the ecology of the 
Lodge Hill. The danger of fire is still great. The development of these 
substandard lots means that homes will be close together, potentially fueling fires 
that do start. This hazard is all the more serious because of the inadeouate 
internal road system of Lodge Hill. Steep, narrow, often winding and rutted roads, 
laid out in a confusing pattern, reduce the response time of emergency vehicles. 
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might be sunnised from this name, visually prominent in the area. This Area 2 is a 
high slope of generally treeless open land visible from a long stretch of Highway 1. 

The Coastal Act requires that the visual quality and scenic character of these areas 
be protected. The LUP has included pol icies to decrease the height of the 
structures within the Highway 1 visual corridor, provide design standards, and 
require vegetative screening in order to decrease the visual impact of development 
wi th i-n the Highway 1 vi sua 1 corri dor. The LUP, as submitted, is therefore 
consistent with the visual resource policies of the Coastal Act. 

C. HAZARDS 

PRe Section 30253 states that IINew development shail minimize risks to 1 ife and 
property in areas of high ... fire ... hazard." 

Before development of the area, fires were a natural part of the ecology of the 
Lodge Hill. The danger of fi re is sti 11 great. The deve 1 opment of these 
substandard lots means that homes will be close together, poten~ially fueling fires 
that do start. This hazard is all the more serious because of the inadeauate 
internal road system of Lodge Hill. Steep, narrow, often winding and rutted roads, 
laid out in a confUSing pattern, reduce the response time of emergency vehicles. 

The LUP includes an area-wide erosion-controi program, including the requirement of 
payment of in-lieu fee, that will address erosion and sediment contrOl for the Lodge 
Hill area. An additional benefit of the program is that it may provide the 
necessary methodology for improving streets and circulation. With street and 
circulation improvements, emergency response -time will aiso be improved. 
Additionall , the Count' requires each DrODert owner to be responsible far and to 
art;c; ate in the weed a atement oro roam for their own ropert. Previousl , with 

incorporation of the Specific P an Sf in SDecia Project Area ~l, 80% of the 50ecia 
Pro-iect Area wcuid have remained in aDen soace, with no clear art' or a enc'! 
responsib e for brush c1earinq or weed abatement. With this resubmitta1, it is 
clear1 the res ansibiiit of each rODertv owner to clear ~he dense scrub 
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removed without a ccasta 1 development permi t 'Nn; ch in turn decreases the oossi bil i ty 
of fire hazard in the Lodes Hill area. Therefore. tne LlJP, as resubmitted, is 
consistent ~ith PRe Section 30253. 

D. PUBLIC SERVICES. 

PRC Section 30250(a) requires that new development: 

" ••• shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close 
proximity to existing developed areas able ta accommada-;:e 
it or, 'Nhere such areas are not ab T e ta accommcda te it, 
in ather ar'E:as 'I'ti th adequate pub 1 i c servi ces. and ''>/here it 
wilT nat have significant adverse effects, either 
individually or cumulatively, an caastaT resaurces ••• " 

PRC Section 3025~ states that: 

Mew ar expanded public works facilities shall be designed 
and 1 i mi ted to acccmmada te needs genera ted by de'le 1 apment 
or uses permitted consistent with the provisians af this 
division; provided, hawever, that it is the intent af the 
Legislature that State Highway Raute~ 1 in rural areas af 
the Coastal zane remain a scenic twa-lane raad •.• 

Where exist'fng or planned public ';yorks: facilities can 
accommodate only a limited amount of new development, 
ser/ices and basic industries vita: to the economic 
health af the region, state, or nation, public recreation 
and '1isitor-serv~ng land uses shail-not::e preCluded by 
other develapment. 

Full deve7cpment of t~e Lodge Hill area af Cambria clearly cannot meet t~e Coastal 
~ct standard. The commun i ty of Camb ri a has 'iJa tel'" and se'",er capaci:1 es suffi cf ent 
only to serve approximately 5200 dwei1ing units (,tlfthin the sa yieid of its 
groundwater basin.) The Commission has a1ready faund that overdraft~ng that basin 
'>'iou1d have significant adverse effects. The potentiai buiidout of Camerfi has be.::n 

. • ... d "t" 400h . . I. ... ;.. ~ - T'" !"t""8 T .. ".... • " '/ancuslY eS-::ima;::e, 1 is 1<:11cwn , •. d-c :liere a .. Ol...?: OJ ,":',':::::1 pior::e-a 10l..S 1n ene 
entire Cambria area. The Commission used an estimate of 6300 alreadY subdivided 
h 'ld' '.. . ... ' CI""n .. t "1'"'q 101 ' .... ....J ..... '8'-~ L ···d· ",Ul , no s 7 I..es 1 n I..ne ....... L pe!"'ml t l3F~" ... - .1. 1 I ana es .. " rna l.ec a co '...1 i OJ ... :U ou 1 I Hi(J 
sites when unsubdivided lands within the County's Urban Ser'lices Line (USL) are-

... d ... ' A .... • • ..... db' i-. C ......... b .. _. . T COUThe at I..roe .... ensll..1es perrrnt .. ;: y tile oun</. Il1eSe num ers slgniilCant 'j 
exceed the 5200 dtHeTTir,g units that CQuid be supported ',lith existing suppTies. The 
i"I..tS ... .,..T·,... ... i~ ~Tr;:~d'l "s':ng Fun", 0': ,''/''5 ,...::Il"'!ac~i"y· ",,.....1 "'S"'l'i11,,'/"Q>:: ...... a+ .;'/" """'n "'n 1 " :..J I '-I ..... "" l..l a... _::1:, U : i. i,J r~ i __ ___'-.! j ;". ,J .... , f r.... _ t... IJ ~ '__ _ -"""... : j '- __ \,J I,: 
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customers per year. The ccmmunity does have adequate scrvfces to sUPPlY 
development to ser'le al1 the 10 in Ledge Hill,vithcue severelY averccmmittir;g its 
'Hater SllPP 1 i es and sewage trea t:r.ent capaci:y. 

l.'1e resubmit-:e.:f LUP has 110 specific pcifcy to re-iuce deveiapment potem:fai tc 
ieve1 ailowed by available ser/icss. ~[! the County's previous resubmitt.=.T of 
LUP t tJ,e County had ;eques:ed that t.1e a,nnuaT resident~a1 cOl1struC':ion iimit be 
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removed without a coastal ce'leiooment permit 'Hhich in turn decreases the oossibility 
of fire haz.ard in the Ladas Hili area. 7hererore, tl"1e LUP, as resubmitted, is 
consistent witn PRC Section 30253. 

D. PUBLrC SERVICES. 

PRC Section 30250(a) requires that new development: 

1I ••• sha11 be located 'Hithin, contiguous \'iith, 01'" in close 
proximity to existing developed areas a.ble to accommoda-:e 
it or, 'Hhere such areas are not ab T e to accommcda:e ;::, 
in ather areas 'ni tn adequate pub 1; c serv; ces and 'r'lhere it 
will nat have significant adverse effects, either 
individually or cumulatively, an coastal resources ••• '1 

PRC Section 30254 states that: 

New 01'" expanded public works facilities shall be designed 
and limited to accommodate needs generated by development 
01'" uses permitted consistent with the provisions of this 
division; provided, however, that it is the intent of the 
LegisTature that State Highway Route'l in r:.1ral areas of 
the Coastal zane remain a scenic two-lane road ••• 

Where existing or planned public 'Harks facilities can 
accommodate only a limited amount of new development, 
ser/ices and basic industries vita1 to the economic 
health of the region, state, ar nation, public recreation 
and visitor-serving land uses shalT-net be preCluded by 
other development. 

fiater3.nd Sewer 

FUll de~elopment af t~e Lodge H~ll area of Cambria clearly cannot meet t~e Coastal 
,.lct standar::!, ihe commun i ty of Cdmbri a has 'fWd tar and se'Her capaci:i as s:.i-Ffi cf en: 
only to serve approximately 5200 dweiiing units (, .... fthin the safe yieTd of its 
groundwater basin.) The Commission has already found t!1at averdraft~ng that basin 
'~ou1d have significant ad'Jerse effects. The potentiai buiidaut of Cambria has been 
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h 'ld' .... ' ... ' C ...... n "("1"'8 .,." ' ...... t" . 1" ~ ~ a· I." '~d' .. Ul 1 ng S i I..es 1 n !.one l..~L pe:'Tn r \ fft,.c., - .:.i.J J anC! as i,. ~ rna ~e_ a to wa i 01" .!. ... u 1 i 1 
sites when unsubdivided lands t,.;ithin the Ccum:y's Urban SerVices Li,1e ( ) are 
counted at the censities permitted by the County. These rrumbers signffica !'j 

exceed tne 5200 cr,tlelTing units that cau;d be supported '<'tith eX1sting suppTies. The 
n.:s-Y'l': "S .... 1'..,...a ... o··/ us.': n ("! ~"'QI 0; ,·~s ,....~n..:r.c.:·y "nA. s~';-m~-Q"" ~h;;" ;. ~::ln I"In"t\J UI i,." ... 1 '::'11_::1...;. II,;;; ""\..i,,, i w ----I"'''''' ,:., _I, .... ~ ... 1,1<0.",_:: .... -. ,:,. , __ , .. liJ 

accol'T'JiToda approximate 7y 12 years C7 grcw~.1 at the cur~er:t ra:e af 5 resident~ai 
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~ - . • I ~ 

.~eve'j,""pmeni t "',_'" S"'-"~ ,1 ~ "'I-.e '.~"'- .;~ ! ",,"';oe i .. P .. l' ,oj" .... "'. 0'11'" -~\1-,..-1'1 -'/~"''''~-''''''''''''''';r.''' ''''5 ~ '-..J ' _ _ i...,I ~! 1': ,::'1 I .,1 1...#.,'.;;) 111 _\.oII...i.~ 11,11 rrl !_*I '~. :l~ ~.::; ... '_ !!::i ·w'..);ii.l..ii (,._l _-: I, .... 

'Hater supp1 f es and sewage t.-nel1t ca.;ac i ty. 

The resubmit:e-ci LUP has no sped c pOlicy to reduce development po:en-:1ai tc :':~e 
ieve1 aiTowec. by available serlices. rn the County's previous !"'=suomittci of the 
LUP. t.1e Ccunty had request.ed t:~a -: the annua 1 resi dent"i a,1 constrJc-:i orr i i rrri t be "'t- _____ ... ___ .: __ ........ )IIIi!, .... __ .... ..:: _~..;_ ...... ::!'III;...".,....; ... ..;..":!, 
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removed without a ccasta 1 ceve i oement ermi t whi ch in tu rn decreases the Dossi bil i tv 
of rire hazard in 1:he Lodoe Hi i, area. -;-nerefore, cne U~P, as resubmitted, is 

'~ , '~ ROC - ~.~ • 1~nC3 ccnS1St..ent W1 t,.t\ r"" .:Je __ ,on _"'.:::. .... 

D. PUBLIC SERVICES. 

PRC Section 30250(a) requires that new development: 

1I ••• shan be located 'Nithin, contiguous ',·.tith, or in close 
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it or, 'Nhere such areas are not ab T e to acccmmcda:e i 1:, 
in other areas wi th adequate pub 1 i c servi ces and ',lihers it 
will not have significant adverse effects, either 
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources .• ." 
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'lfcu1d have significan:ad'/erse effec:s. The potentia! ~undout of Cambr~3. has be<:f1 
variously estimated, It is knc'Nn that :~erei tata7 af :2,958 pTotted 10 in tiie 
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. 'ld' .... ' ~'-"'SO ., /"1'"'8 .~, ' " .... ~, - a· L., ' •• !:Ul lng Sil..es Iri I..ne 1..", pe;:lT1t \,7"'~ -;..til anc eS"'C1mate'1 a :..c:..ai::ri l. .. uliding 
sites when unsubdi'lided lands 'Nithin the Ccun:y's Urban Services ne (J51..) are 
counted at the densities permitted by the C.:unty. These numbers signfficarrtiy 

d I-. -ZOO,.i." ~ l' ' '~". .,.;' ... rI " ... .... • • • -. excee :.ie::J ,-,welling unL,S ~:1ai.. caul ... ae suppor.=_ 'ttl!:., eXls:..1ng supp:1es. ins 
n":'s~r";'-- ';s ~1r,;:aa'y "s':nr. :""!Qt oJ: 1'''S ,....:."..:lC.:~'j .:>r...! ... S .... .;"'!'1::3, ,.. ~ha ..... ';J. ,-'!11""t """ 1'. :.II I.. I'.. .. I C. _ U il,:/ ... \.;." • _ ' __ ,.;c;., _ • _ ,'-4 _ :",.1'''' ~ _ .. :.. ,:.. ,-_I, '.Jnlj 

~C"""'rr.mOd':d·Q ar,r"lr"''''I','1''!d 7 ;:!T\/ 1? '1c ;:rs ~.: ,"'r~'-"-:-"' :>-;" :'"\.,~ :-!' ..... ,:,n- "::\"::1 oJ: '1?c; ""QS~,.jQ"''''':;:' Iooio _\..,; i t:;;;i,. __ r-~ '..,JJI'r, I., ""_ ... __ oJ __ ""'I: ""'t'T .... ~1 '.J._ .... j~ __ ;...II· ,_ ..... 1 __ ... _ I ___ 1_ i'...o_II ... ,_1 

cust:me!"'S per- year. The c:rr;rr:unity 1ces 10: :lave ua services t: supp:y 
r<eve'anmeM'" ~..., -e1'"'''Q ",11 -he ,_ .... - "'" 1 ""0''''0 1-:;,' ,u';,t."',Q'I7: -:'1/::1,..0 1 ,/ -'/.::.rr",r-".';+-o...;r."" 1'--i...l; I' t"'"ij .ill... 1 .... -...1 .:l .. 1_ '_I I ;,.,1 l.....l'-~ ill _;,.., :1 ...... II; I I rT _ \",l_ J. ____ '. _ .... _ .... ,il~ul 1.000_1.:: :...~ 

'~ater supai f as and. sewace :r~~t:7:ent c3.:laci t'l. 
! ~ i.J 

The resutmit"'Ced ~:.;p has no sgecific pel icy to re.juce c.::e'le:cpmem: po:en'C7ai t:: 
ieve1 allowec by :.vaiTabTe ser/ices. rn the County's previous r-=s\.lbmitt.=.T af 
L.UP, t.1e Ccunty had r-~quest.ed that t1,e annual resiC!ent~al c:onstruc-:iolT limit 
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amendment to both the LUP and coastal development permit #428-10 (Cambria Community 
Servi ces Oi stri ct) and cannot be addressed in the resubmi tta 1 for Cambri a/Lodge 
Hi II . 

The County's Resource Management System (RMS) a component of the already certified 
Countywide LUP, would require a hearing when 80% of the service supply was 
committed. Such a system might be feasible in a situation of making choices about 
whether or not to approve new subd i vi s ions. I f new sources cou 1 d not be made 
available within economic and environmental constraints, further subcivisions could 
simply be deferred. But in Cambria, where the subdivisions already exist, thousands 
of lots could face indefinite moratorium from development, or could create 
significant pressure for overdrafting groundwater supply. The Commission in its 
action on the County's full LUP, found that the potential for new water sources is 
at best unclear and could produce adverse effects; 

8ecause ... larger supply projects are long term expensive 
solutions to imminent service capacity needs, the extraction 
of groundwater and diversion of stream flows are an expedient 
short and long term method of meeting the water demands of new 
development. Consequently, everywhere in the County coastal 
zone groundwater extractions are increasing and numerous 
applications to the Water Resources Board are being made to 
divert stream flows for urban and agricultura1 uses. In many 
of these areas, extractions of groundwater are approaching 
the level of safe, or long term dependable yields. Continued 
groundwater extractions and stream diversions without adequate 
protection of instream' uses .and groundwater resources wi 11 
result in serious degradation of water supplies quantity and 
biological productivity. 

Moreover, the RMS is oriented towards finding services 
to support development and does not factor impacts on natural 
systems into the search, nor does it propose limits on growth 
in recognition of the limits of the lands ability to supply 
water for new development. Under the RMS, the potential for 
over exploitation of natural resources resulting in environ
mental degradation is high and not limited by mandatory 
standards which would serve to protect the basic viability of 
the resources. Coastal resources such as streams, riparian 
systems, wetlands and agriculture are particularly vulnerable 
to degradation. As proposed, this system does not provide 
any protection for these resources and is not consistent with 
Coastal Act requirements. (Revised Findings, Oct 14 1983, 
p. 12,13). 

In light of the uncertainty of future water supplies, it should be noted that even 
with implementation of the development standards and erasion control ~easures, the 
problem of providing adequa public services will not be solved. The reduction of 
potential development to meet existing avai1ab1e resources can real1y only be 
ach i eved by app lyi ng more ri gorous development centro 1 s (such as requ i ri ng 1 at 
consolidation) throughout Lodge Hill and Cambria. Such strong controls would not be 
feasib1e nor acceptable to the County or the property owners of the community. 
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Even pre'!i ous to the LCP process. the County acknowl edcred that there are 
insufr-icient eub! ic services to serve existing [01:S. Il1e ounty imc emented a lot 
consolidation ardlnance where t'ttO adjacent lots owned by one ownens) 'i"fO'uic be 
consolidated into one developable carcel. This effectively reduced demand an cublic 
services bv accroximatelv ene-half. Also in recoanition a~ tne service constraints, 
the Ccmmission, through coastal del/elcoment oermit #423-10, implemented 
a 'Nater ailocation s'lstem for the current1' avaiiable pubHc services. Only 125 
'Hater and seIHer Derrrl1tS are a located per year far residential develocment 
thrcucrhout the community of Cambria. This effectively distribu:es, an aneauitable 
basis the remaining cuolic services until additional sources of '!fater can be 
found. Moreover, 'Cne Camoria Cammunity Services District can monitor 'Nater 
resources ana. correO': a te those rescu rces te Geve 1 cement cemand tnus en su If ria that 
potem:i a 1 deve 1 ooment;' 'N; i 1 not exceed or adverse 1 a rf"ect the avail ab I e 'r'#a ter 
resources. Ihird Y. through the certified LUP, resource protection, combined '!'11th 
ai1ocation of pubHe services~ wili be achieved thraugn the impiementation of the 
Resource Management System~ 

In this resubmittaT r incTusion or the voTuntary Transrer of Development Credit (TOC) 
program ',.;il1 also reduce potential development through lot consolidation, 
consequentl y decreas i ng demand on pub 1 i c serv; ces . The County anti ci pates that 
tJH!re wi 11 be enough pub 1 i c i nva 1 vement in the TOC program to reduce demand on the 
limited public services (water ~sources). The County anticipates that ',y1:n se~iT 
imclementation of these regulatory me~sures for protection of resources, ;i;e 
~e5e~PEe-~P'dj~se~-Si5~~~~~~", potential development w111 not exceed 
available public services and that Raw development wiTT not.be permitted to e,:<ce-ed 
avaiTabTe water supply capacities. rnerefore, the LUP as resubmitted, ·is consistent 
with PRC Section 30250. -

Highways and Roads 

Highway capacity poses an EQua11y important constraint on permiss'bie de'le:opment of 
the Lodge HilT ar~a. The Ccastal Act provides that where ar~as are not able to 
acccmmoda delfeiopment, it should be located in other areas ',·l'ith adeQuate ,::Jub:7c 
services where it WOUld net adversely affect coastal resources. rt also states tha: 
where services are limited visitor ser'tino uses should ha'/a prior~:'1 over cenera: 
resident~a.l use (PRe 30250). It also Timits Highway 1 tOi scenic t;,o iane'"'road in 
rJra 1 areas. 

Present levels of service (lOS) en Highway 1 in the '1!S1tor se:3san are at ser'lfce 
1eve1 Of an unstabTe f1aw condition that 1£ t~e second 'Horst 1::'Iel of traffic 
congestion. This traffic congestion is combined ',.;;th a relative7y high accfdent rate 
at the intersections of Highway 1 at Windsor Boulevard and Burton Drive. rf these 
"tIiO factors are taken toaether lftne existing Te'/eT of servica elf Hicr.way 1 thrauch 
Cambria during the peak summer months may be ur.acceptable" (Env~ccm,"'p. "1-63). ... 

Fun buiidaut of the Ledge Hili area ',.;O'u:d exacar:ate th1s situation. I1: is 
canser/atively estimated that there a~e at least 5,300 building sites in e C2.mbria 
area, I,atTth perhaps more tr,an 4,:00 currentlY vacarrt. If theSe bu:ld !:ut, more :i1an 
32,000 additional trips per day 'Mouid be generated, inCluding a1most 2,800 a: the 
pe~!.-"o a'i- +-yni ca 1 ""r~n gene""a+-':-n r:::l .... =s ('=n' ;,.. .... m - <":Ii MUC:" . ..,..:: .. ;,~s +- '::,.::.::.:,.. -'" .. ur ~ ... io" '. 'I"' ,. ....... ... ...... ,- {.-- .... , i-J. "~f' •.. j '-', "'<11 '.or_I, 1'-

'Nould trave1 an Highway 1 or Cr':lSS it to get' to t"e ccmmerciaT area. af Cameria, 
SeriOUSlY cangesti~g Highway t ror sfgniffcant parts af the year. The instaTlation 
of i::"'affi c Ii ghts at c1"'i ti ca 'i ~ ntersecti ens would rectlce the effecti'le capacity of .. 
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High'l'Iay capacity poses an eaua11y important constra7nt on permissible de\/e!opmen~ of 
the Lodge Hili ar~a. The Ccastal Act provides that 'Hnere are~s are ,'10t anic to 
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Present le'le7s of service (LOS) on Highway 1 in the visi~or season are at service 
:2'/e1 0, an ~jnstabTe f10w c.:Jnditicn that is ::-:e second ·.l/orst level of traff~c 
congestion. This traffic congestion is combined ~ith a rela:ively high accident rate 
at the intersections of Highway 1 at ~indsor Boulevard and Burton Drive. !~ these 
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Cambria during the peak summer months may be ur:acceptable" (Envicom, p. '1-63). 
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area, ~~~h perhaps ~ore than ~,500 :urrent~y vacant. If t~ese bu~~d cut, mere t~an 
32,000 additional trips per day ~ouTd be genera~ed, including almost 2,800 a: the 
peak hour at typical t"i1P generat:on rates (En'llccm, p. 33). ~AUC.1 af this traffic: 
'""aUld travel on Highway 1 or cross ft to get to t,1e commercial area of Cambria, 
seriausiy congesting Highway 1 for Significant parts af t~e year. The instaT1at1an 
of trafffc 1ights at critical 7ntersecticns wauTd recuce the effecti'/e capacity of 

~~ .•. _ J... _ _ •• __ ~ ____ __ ..l 
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limited public services (water ~sources). The County anticipates that 'foIit.' ge:;~ 
imclementation or ~hese regulatory me:sures for protection or resources t ;.I:!E 
P:esel:t~Ee-~fl.aj-e~~- £Js..::::-effi-~~%-~"', potential development 'Hi 71 nat exceed 
available public services and that Flew development win not.be permi"tted to exce-ed 
ava i 1 ab T e wa tel" supply capaci ti es. Therefore,. ~he LUP as resubmi tted, ·i s cansi stent 
with PRC Section 30250. -

Highways and Roads 

High'l'Iay capacity poses an eaua11y important constra7nt on permissible de\/e!apmen~ of 
the Lodge Hill ar~a. The Ccastal Act provides that where areas are no: able to 
ac::ommoda:e deve 1 opment, it shou 1 d be 1 oca ~ed in other a r2!S ',-ti th adecua te pub i i c 
services ~here i~ would net adversely affect coastal resources. It also s~ates that 
where ser~ices are limited visi~ar servina uses shou7d have criarit~ aver ceneral 
residential use (PRe 30250). I: also Tfmi~s Highway 1 to a s~enic t~o lane~road in 
rJra 1 areas. 

Present le'le7s of service (LOS) on Highway 1 in the visi~or season are at service 
:e'/e1 0, an ~jnstabTe f10w c.:Jnditicn that is "C:-:e second ',yorst level of traff~c 
congestion. This traffic congestion is combined ~ith a rela:ively high accident rate 
at the intersections of Highway 1 at ~indsor Boulevard and Burton Drive. !~ these 
-"0 ';:;!c~nrs a""o ·:1.'K~n "'a"'JO--~er f'~~Q Qx-i- .... ;ng l Qve 'T a~ -.=t.r-v~c.:::l ,,...,.: lJiCh a i ~·n - !("Tn' '_1'1 I........ ._ '-'"',:: :. :: __ 1...1 ,-,, ____ '::'1..11' _ : ,::_, I __ '-'I ,"~I;W y ....... r ... u':: 
Cambria during the peak summer months may be ur.acceptable" (Envicom, p. '1-63). 

FuT1 buiicGut of t.1e Lodt;e Hfl1 area '"culd e.;~cce:bate ~hfs s~'Cuatian. I:: is 
~~ns-- --.: ~"I-"/ es.o.~~a-·:-~ "'h.-~ .o.h·· erQ -~- '-.• 'I--S· ~. ~~O· hU~~·A,;"C S1'~-S ;n ~,..' e ---~ . '-.., c::: /,:. .. , t::1... '.i;" ,-='>.l I...,(~'~ '-" '- ~.::: a.~ :::~ '- '-',~" u 'i"'!/:~ '-= Ii 1..., i....CiiiWf,::: 

ar~a, ~~~h perhaps ~ore than ~,500 :urren:1y vacant. If t~ese bu~~d cut, mere t~an 
32,000 additional trips per day ~ouTd be generated, including :::lmost 2,800 a: the 

' ... " a'" ~yn';car .... .; gene""a ... .:on ra.o.Qs (= 1 ir-m ,.. 3'?i ,'AUC' ,,,': ~h'; ... ..::.:.:,... pea ..... ncur '." joIl I .ilp ,. '~. ' ___ ,_n/, __ .... , rio ~!' " .1 ... , <.. .. ,s .ral, I.." 

'Nou1d travel an Highway 1 or cross ft to get to t,1e commercial area of Cambria, 
seriousiy congesting Highway 1 for Significant parts af ~~e y~ar. The rnstaT1at1an 
of trafffc lights at critica7 7ntersecticns wouTd recuce the effacti'/e capacity of 

~ ~ ••• _ J... _ _ •• _ ~_ _ _ _ _ _ ..J 
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widen the Highway would increase, producing conflicts with protecting 
environmentally sensitive areas and preserving the scenic quality of the area. 

The cumulative impact of buildout also extends to the internal road system of Lodge 
Hill itself. The roads of Lodge Hi1l are wholly and seriously inadequate to service 
potential buildout of the area. Increasing the levels of traffic on the many 
narrow, unpaved, unmarked, eroding roads with their poor sight distances will 
exacerbate the traffic safety and circulation problems. It has been suggested that 
collector roads, notably Burton Drive, would have to be widened to four lanes to 
accommodate increased levels of buildout (Envicom. p. V-70). Additionally, 
improvements to Highway 1 may be required to facilitate traffic circulation and 
safety within the Cambria urban area. 

These necessary road improvements will be reviewed and required to be consistent 
with the resource policies of the County's Local Coastal Program and the Coastal 
Act, thereby ensu ri ng that the improvements will not adversely affect streams, 
wetlands or coastal resources. In addition, because the level of development in 
Cambria is regulated on an anmJal basis (limited to 125 residential units/year), 
full buildout for the community and Lodge Hill is not anticipated to occur for many 
years. Fu 11 buil d-out cannot occur unti 1 there are suffi ci ent pub 1 i c servi ces 
provi ded for the community. Thus, ci rcu 1 a ti on and roadway improvements can be 
coordinated with the 'level of development occurring within the community. It is 
also anticipated that with implementation of the TDC program, the level of 
development will be reduced which in turn will. reduce traffic levels. 

Therefore, through the resource protecti on pol i ci es of the LUP and with 
implementation of the TDC program (as discussed below), potential development levels 
will be curbed. The LUP resubmittal, as submitted, conforms to Sections 30250 and 
30254 of the Coastal Act. 

E. LOT DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AND TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT 

The LUP proposes a system of lot development standards, including size limits, 
setbacks, and performance standards, combined with a Transfer of Development Credits 
(TDC) program to resolve the "whitehole ll of Lodge Hill (see ,lI,ttachment A). As 
described in various sections above, the development standards and erosion control 
measures mitigate some of the adverse effects created by the cumulative impacts 
generated by full build-out of Lodge Hill. Methods to consolidate lots and transfer 
density credits are really the only way to effectively preserve the most sensitive 
and critical portions of the Lodge Hill Pine Forest and landform. The goals of the 
TOC program is to reduce potential build-out of Lodge Hili, to reduce demand on the 
limited public services and to transfer development to less enVironmentally 
sensitive areas. The TOC program proposed by the LUP would retire substandard lots 
in three ways: 

1. Allowing owners of small and environmentally sensitive lots to 
increase their permit ed coverage and gross structural area (GSA) 
by retiring other lot s) (plus a water and sewer connection) through 
the TOC program. 

I 
l 

i 
j 

-10-

widen the Highway would increase, producing conflicts with protecting 
environmentally sensitive areas and preserving the scenic quality of the area. 

The cumulative impact of buildout also extends to the internal road system of Lodge 
Hill itself. The roads of Lodge Hill are wholly and seriously inadequate to service 
potenti a 1 bu i 1 dout of the area. I ncreas i ng the 1 eve 1 s of tra ffi c on the many 
narrow, unpaved, unmarked, eroding roads with their poor sight distances will 
exacerbate the traffic safety and circulation problems. It has been suggested that 
collector roads, notably Burton Drive, would have to be widened to four lanes to 
accommodate increased levels of buildout (Envicom. p. V-70). Additionally, 
improvements to Highway 1 may be required to facilitate traffic circulation and 
safety within the Cambria urban area. 

These necessary road improvements will be reviewed and required to be consistent 
with the resource policies of the County's Local Coastal Program and the Coastal 
Act, thereby ensuring that the improvements will not adversely affect streams, 
wetlands or coastal resources. In addition, because the level of development in 
Cambria is regulated on an annual basis (limited to 125 residential units/year), 
full buildout for the community and Lodge Hill is not anticipated to occur for many 
years. Ful1 build-out cannot occur until there are sufficient public services 
provided for the community. Thus, circulation and roadway improvements can be 
coordinated with the 'level of development occurring within the community. It is 
a 1 so anti ci pated that with imp 1 ementati on of the TDC program, the 1 eve 1 of 
development will be reduced which in turn will. reduce traffic levels. 

Therefore, through the resource protecti on pol i ci es of the LUP and wi th 
implementation of the ToC program (as discussed below), potential development levels 
will be curbed. The LUP resubmittal, as submitted, conforms to Sections 30250 and 
30254 of the Coastal Act. 

E. LOT DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AND TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT 

The LUP proposes a system of lot development standards, including size limits, 
setbacks, and performance standards, combined with a Transfer of Development Credits 
(TDC) program to resolve the "whitehole" of Lodge Hill (see ,A,ttacnment A). As 
described in various sections above, the development standards and erosion control 
measures mitigate some of the adverse effects created by the cumulative impacts 
generated by full build-out of Lodge Hill. Methods to consolidate lots and transfer 
density credits are really the only way to effectively preserve the mast sensitive 
and critical portions of the Lodge Hill Pine Forest and landform. The goals of the 
ToC program is to reduce potential build-out of Lodge Hili, to reduce demand on the 
limited public services and to transfer development to less environmentally 
sensitive areas. The TDC program proposed by the LUP would retire substandard lots 
in three ways: 

1. Allowing owners of small and environmentally sensitive lots to 
increase their permit ed coverage and gross s~ructural area (GSA) 
by retiring other lot s) (plus a water and sewer connection) through 
the TOC pr~gram. 

I 
l 

i 
j 

-10-

widen the Highway would increase, producing conflicts with protecting 
environmentally sensitive areas and preserving the scenic quality of the area. 

The cumulative impact of buildout also extends to the internal road sys~em of Lodge 
Hill itself. The roads of Lodge Hill are wholly and seriously inadequate to service 
potenti a 1 bu i 1 dout of the area. I ncreas i ng the 1 eve 1 s of tra ffi c on the many 
narrow, unpaved, unmarked, eroding roads with their poor sight distances will 
exacerbate the traffic safety and circulation problems. It has been suggested that 
collector roads, notably Burton Drive, would have to be widened to four lanes to 
accommodate increased levels of buildout (Envicom. p. V-70). Additionally, 
improvements to Highway 1 may be required to facilitate traffic circulation and 
safety within the Cambria urban area. 

These necessary road improvements will be reviewed and required to be consistent 
with the resource policies of the County's Local Coastal Program and the Coastal 
Act, thereby ensuring that the improvements will not adversely affect streams, 
wetlands or coastal resources. In addition, because the level of development in 
Cambria is regulated on an annual basis (limited to 125 residential units/year), 
full buildout for the community and Lodge Hill is not anticipated to occur for many 
years. Ful1 build-out cannot occur until there are sufficient public services 
provi ded for the community. Thus, ci rcu 1 ati on and roadway improvements can be 
coordinated with the 'level of development occurring within the community. It is 
also anticipated that with implementation of the TDC program, the level of 
development will be reduced which in turn will. reduce traffic levels. 

Therefore, through the resource protecti on pol i ci es of the LUP and wi th 
implementation of the ToC program (as discussed below), potential development levels 
will be curbed. The LUP resubmittal, as submitted, conforms to Sections 30250 and 
30254 of the Coastal Act. 

E. LOT DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AND TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT 

The LUP proposes a system of lot development standards, including size limits, 
setbacks, and performance standards, combined with a Transfer of Development Credits 
(TDC) program to resolve the "whitehole" of Lodge Hill (see ,A,ttacnment A). As 
described in various sections above, the development standards and erosion control 
measures mitigate some of the adverse effects created by the cumulative impacts 
generated by full build-out of Lodge Hill. Methods to consolidate lots and transfer 
density credits are really the only way to effectively preserve the mast sensitive 
and critical portions of the Lodge Hill Pine Forest and landform. The goals of the 
ToC program is to reduce potential build-out of Lodge Hili, to reduce demand on the 
limited public services and to transfer development to less environmentally 
sensitive areas. The TDC program proposed by the LUP would retire substandard lots 
in three ways: 

1. Allowing owners of small and environmentally sensitive lots to 
increase their permitted coverage and gross s~ructural area (GSA) 
by retiring other lot(s) (plus a water and sewer connection) through 
the TOC pr~gram. 



-11-

2. Allowing the water hookups associated with such lots to be sold to 
developers presently outside the Services Distrtct but within the Urban 
Services Line in exchange ~or retiring the lot l s development pctential. 

3. Allowing a combination of these features to effectively reduce the 
cost af retiring iots. 

,Addi ti ana 11 y, the Coastal Conservancy 'Hi 11 1 denti fy preser'lati en areas ',.;here fores 
resources are most sensitive and can be best preserved. 

ihrough imple.mentation of this voluntary iDC program, it is anticipated that t.1e 
objectives of the program (to decrease potential bui1d-out t demand on public 
services and locate development in the least environmentally damaging areas) will be 
accomplished. The roc program begins as a pi10t program and after t"Ho-years, the 
program and its objectives will be reviewed. rf it is determined that the program 
is not fulfilling its objecti'/es, the County ',.;il1 have to develop alternative and 
possible mere drastic planning SOlutions to achie'/e the same objectives. Any 
prcposed alternatives or change, or deTetion of the iDC program would be subject to 
Commission review and certification as it would constitute an amendment to the LUP. 

Therefore, the resubmi tted LUP, as submi tted, is cons i stent W1 th PRC Secti ons 3025'0, 
30253 and 3a25~ due to the implementation af the Transfer of Develooment Credit 
program. The objectives of the progr!r.: ~s to decrease the number of developable 
parcels ',.;hich in turn wou1d reduce demand an available public services and those 
objectives are fully cansi stent 'Hi th the above. referenced po 1 i ci ez of the Coasta T 
Act. 

MJ:1j JL/rt 
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program and its objectives 'Hill be reviewed. If it is determined that the program 
is nat fulfilling its objectives, the County ',.;ill have to develop alternative a.na 
possible mere drastic planning SOlutions to achie'le the same objectives. Any 
proposed alternatives or change, or deletion of the TOC prr:lgram would be subject to 
Corrmission review and certiffcatfon as it would constitute an amendment to the L!JP. 

Therefore, the resubmitted LUP, as submitted,. is consistent with PPC Sections 20250, 
30253 and 3025~ due to the implementation af the Transfer of Development Credit 
program. The objectives of the pragralJ is to decrease the number of developable 
parcels ',.;hich in turn would reduce demand on available public ser'/ices and thase 
objectives are fully consistent with the above ref~renced policies of the Coastal 
Act. 
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IN TI-IE BOP.RD OF SUPER\flSORS 
COUNTY or,' SA...'i LUIS onrs('o, ST.;\T!·; 0.1'" C.\.UFOHNL\ 

PRESE!'T: Su.pervisors £3i11 Coy, Kurt P. Ku;:rr;<:!r, Ruth Brackett, Jeff ,Jorgensc: 
Chairman Jerry Diefenderfer 

ADSE.:\T: 

The following resolution is no~ offer~d and read: 

WH.E! .. E.:\S, the San Lui::: Obi::;?", Count.y n(j~rd of Supc:"d:::o;-s ilnrovr;d <! 

19B1; and 

of the Coast~l A~~i ~nrl 
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16. 1954.' too:" act:i::m eo t'ejcc. t: the ~s::al COOlcission • s suc:;;;es ~ cd 

.od1fiC3t1an~ ~nd ~lso to a~p~ove al~c~~t!vc standards hc=eby refer~cd to 
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IN TI-IE BOP .. RD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY 01" SA..,"l LUI~j onrsro, ST~\ TT'; OF C_\'LlFOH~L\, 

PRESE!'T: $lOpcrvisors nill Coy, :'urt P. Kut-Jr-cr, Ruth !Jrackct~, JeEf Jorgensc: 
Chairman Jerry Diefencer[c~ 

.\DSE':\T: None ~
.--., (2- - - --..--:-,,\ 

D 'r:~ r I~"'" I '\"" :-n\,'. \ ) ' ,.1 I ( r) I .' . I 1\'-';.)1";':.)1..:.': I', I 
t;.J'-" --~~ 

OCT 3 01934 
, • CAUFO,~I"IA 

Ri.$OLUTIO!I ~O. 84- <1 CO/.~TAl COMMISSIQU 
SOUTH CH.:rrU .. l CO,lS;- CiS r.:tiC; 

RESOLUTION R.ESL"B!'!I7T!~rG :nAT ?GRTrO~: G: 7HE: LGCAL COi\ST;.T. ?ij·.:; 
PF~T,\l~!J!:G T() :-ii~ to ::c:::: !:!LL AE.F .. ll. 0 f' C_~JU.\ 
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EXHIBIT "A" 

CAMBRIA/LODCE HII.L PORTION' OF 
LAND USE rL..\U 

mg@~liw~l 
COUNTY t sO CT 3 01984 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COW'\I$S:OI~ 

SOUTH CEI-HRAl CO;\51 D:ST?ICT 

Revise North CO-'lnt Planni.n0 A!'~::I, Pa~e 1.5. Combinirll~ O(!:;lr;nation Pro~t"a::l 
(Sensitive ReGofJrcc Area Prof/crull '~)I to ndd the fol1ot.ltnl;: 

c. Erosion Control, L.lnd::r::<lfli:1lj. an~ DeveloDr.1cnt: M."ln!l.:tl. A 
manual will be prep.:l.rcd by ::he county il~ .:l. part of I'h;lse IV of 
local Coastal l?L-m Development to '3ddn.:ss special clcvelopr:lent 
issues pertaining to the Pine Fore~t. TIle ~anual will 
emphasize techniques th~t may be used to prcvc.nt crosion, 
enhance and preserve the landscape, and 5peci;11 :-c~ul<ltions 
affecting development. 

d. Erosion Contral Pro~rArn. The county will prepare a pros=az as 
part of Phase IV of Local Coastal Pl<m Development to r:cduce 
erosion in the Lod~c Hill Pioe Forest. The prog~rtm oay 
include road sys:::ec ir.:tprovece::.ts, e~tabli:;h!:l1ent of a 
formalized drainaee. system, stabili;:::a::io:1 of cue banks or 
other:- techniques to reduce areawide! ero~;ict1 a!"'.d scdi=~nt,J.t:ion 

problc::::ls. Silt.:ltion shall. be coo.t:rolleci and prc.v'2r:.teG. frQ~ 

entering Santa Rosa Cre.ek to the ma;cir.l:.t!:l cx:t:enc fe.l:;ible. 
Until implecentation of the certified p~of,ram, an erosion 
control fee' of ~400 per ne .. unit shall be p<!id tc) a . .:;pcciaJ. 
fund established by- w.'1e count:r for:- us'! io. the iliI?lcr.:le,,,.~':il ciO!l 
of an erosion cor:.trol prograt:l for Lodge Hill. 

Add the follo~in)?, to Uor:-th Coast Planni;:;.;::; Area, pa;;e 46. Co::.~ininlZ 
Desipation Prog:-ao (Sen~it:i·"'e. ?esou:-ce Area): 

. ' 

7. Transfer of D~'lelo,r.ent Credit Programs (rDC) 

a. Progra!;l Object1yes. The IDC Prog=am shall have. the 
objective of reducing potentia.l buildou t in t:-,e C:u:::bria 
area, especiall:!" the subs tandard lot:: areas of Lodge. Hill, 
to be vithin the public se~vice capacity of the a~eA and, 
where possible, new develop::::lcnc should be t:~nnsf.:!;:-C"ed 

b. 

fro!ll the Clore enviromnencally-sensitiYc .lreas to areas 
vhere less i~pact Cl4y occur. 

Establishment and Durg.t:ion of Progrrtm. The County .... ill 
vork with the State Coastal Conservancy t:o establish a 
two-year pilot p~ogra~ for encouraGing yolun~~ry ::r~nsfer 

of devclop:nent credits fro!ll designated preservation areas 
in L:Jdge Hill. In conjunction W'ith the Conservo.ncy ~ the 

\~ 

) EXHIBIT ~AN 
CAMBRIA/LODGE HILL PORTION' OF 

LAND USE rL\N 

. ~~@i5rrW~ 
COUtJTY t sO CT 3 01934 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMJ",ISS:O .. --i 

SOUTH CEi-HRAl CO;\51 D!STP.!G 

Revise North CO~lJt PLlnn1.n0 Ar~ilr ?'l?;C /15. COlllbinlj<!~ D(!;.i~nati(')n ?ro~ra::l 

(Sensi tiv,"! Recou!"ce Areil Pror;rnra 'I) I to ,1cid the fol1o~l.n0: 

c. Erosion Control, L-lnd;.c:a!'ll:'1.r" an~ Devclot'lr.1cnt ~.1.n!l.:tl. A 
manual ..... 111 be prcp.J.rcd by ::he COU:1ty i.t~ .J. p.J.rt of I"haBc IV of 
local Coast.J.1 PL"1n Development to '3dd,'-!S5 special dC'lelrJroe~t 

issues perta.ining ::0 t!"1e P1ne Fore::!:. The ~anual .... 111 
emphasize techniques t!"1<::.t may be u::icd to prevcnt crosion, 
enhance and prescrve the landscape J and speci.:ll 1:"e~ul<ltlons 

affecting developmf"!nt. 

d. Erosion Control Pro~rnm. The county will pre?are il progra~ as 
part of Pha.sc IV of Local Coastal PLm Devi!lo,nucnt to reduce 
erosion in the Lode,e Hill Piu.e Forzs:. The p!:"og::-''.::l. o.a y 
include road systeo irnprove~e=ts. e~tabli5h~cnt of a 
formalized dra.inae,e system J stabtli::atio:1 of cut ban1:s oc 
other techniques to reduce area;.;id~ ero"icn and scdlc:~n':~t:ion 
problems. Siltation sn<lli. be COll!:7ol1eci <?r.d rr~v'!r!.te.d fre::: 
enterine Santa Rosa Creek to the ::::!axicu~ Qx~enc fe.:l~ible. 

Until implc::::!cntation of the certified proGram, ~n cros!on 
control fee' af ~400 per: ney unit shall be ?~id to a spcciaJ 
fund established by" ~'1e c:ou71ty tor: us.:! in t!1e iUl?l.c!r.le:,,~.:;)cion 
of an erosion cor:.t7ol prog=at::l for L:ldg~ Hill. 

Add the follo~in~ to Nor:th Coast Plannin~ Ar~a. cage 46. Co~~inl~g 
Designation Prog:-,:;::::! (Sen!;i.ti.'l"c :,esou:-cc t\::ea): 

. ' 

7. Transfer of DQvelopcent Credit P=o~r2~s (YDC) 

a. Prop;rat:l Obiectiycs. The mc P'!:"o8,ra!!l shall have. the 
obje.ctive of reducing potential buildout in the C::t::loria 
area, especiall~l the: sulJstanda!"d lot a:-eas of Lodr,e. Hill, 
to be within the public service capacity of the are~ and, 
"'here possible I ncw develop::::!c::l t should be t=n~1 sr:c :-ced 

b. 

fro!ll the !:lorc envir-on:nencally-sensi ti ye areas to areas 
~here less i~pact !:lay occur. 

Establishr.!ent and Duration of p=o~:,~o. The County .... ill 
\lork .... itb the State Coastal Conserva.ncy to establish a 
two-year pilot progral:l. for encouraging volunta:"y t,:lnsfer 
of devclop:ent credit~ iroQ ccsignatcd ?rcservation areas 
in Lodge Hill. In COrI.lut",cticn with the Con:;crvu.ncy. the 

\~ 

) EXHIBIT ~AN 
CAMBRIA/LODGE HILL PORTION' OF 

LAND USE rL\N 

. m~@i5rrw~ 
COUtJTY t sO CT 3 01934 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMJ",ISS:O .. --i 

SOUTH CEi-HRAl CO,\51 D!STP.!G 

Revise Nor:th CO~lJt PLlnn1.n0 Ar~ilr ?'l?;C /15. COlllbinlj<!~ D(!;.i~nati(')n ?ro~r:a::l 

(Sensi tiv,"! Recou!"ce Areil Pro:;r,,!!! 'I) I to ,1cid the fol1o~l.nr;: 

c. Erosion Control, L-J.nd;.(:af'll:;.r;, and DcveloDr.1cnt: M:ln!l.:tl. A 
manual ..... 111 be prcp.J.rcd by ::he COU:1ty i.t~ .J. p.J.rt of I"haBc IV of 
local Coast.J.l PL"1n Development to '3dd,'-!S5 special dC'lelrJroe~t 

issues perta.ining ::0 t!"1e P1ne Fo!"c::t. The ~anual .... 111 
emphasize techniques t!"1<::.t may be u::icd to prevcnt cr:osion, 
enhance and prescrve the landscape J and speci.:ll 1:"e~ul<ltlons 

affecting developmcnt. 

d. Erosion Control Pro~rnm. The county will pre?<lre il progra~ as 
part of Pha.sc IV of Local Coastal PLm Devi!lo,nucnt to reduce 
erosion in the Lode,e Hill Piu.e Forzs:. The prog::-''.::l. o.a y 
include roa.d systec iwprove:~=ts. e~tabli5h~cnt of a 
formalized dra.inae,e system J stabtli::atio:1 of cut ban1:s a!" 
other techniques to reduce area;.;id~ ero"icn and scdlc:~n':~t:ion 
problc::::!s. Siltation sn<lli. be COll!:7ol1eci <?r.d rr~v'!r!.te.d fre::: 
enterine Santa Rosa Creek to the ::::!axicu~ Qx~enc fe.:l~ible. 

Until implcccntation of the certified proGram, ~~ cros!on 
control fee' af ~400 per: ney unit shall be ?~id to a spcciaJ 
fund established by" ~"te c:ou71ty tor us.:! in t!1e iG.lplcr.lI!:,,'.:;)cion 
of an erosion cor:.t7ol prog=at::l for L:ldg~ Hill. 

Add the follo~1n~ to North Coast Plannin~ Ar~a. cage 46. Co~~inl~g 
Designation Pr03ra::::t (Sen!;i.ti.'l"c :,esourcc t\::ea): 

. ' 

7. Transfer of DQvelopcent Credit P=o~r2~s (YDC) 

a. Prop;rat:l Obiectiycs. The mc P'!:"o8,ra!!l shall have. the 
objective of reducing potential buildout in the C::~bria 

area, espcciall~l the: sulJstanda!"d lot a:-eas of Lodr,e. Hil..:., 
to be within the public service capacity of the are~ and, 
"'here possible I ncw develop::::!c::l t should be trn~1 sr:c :-ced 

b. 

fro!ll the t;!orc envir-on:nencally-sensi ti ye areas to areas 
~here less i~pact ~ay accu~. 

Establishr.!ent and Duration of p=o~:,~o. The County .... ill 
\lork .... itb the State Coastal Conserva.ncy to establish a 
two-year pilot prog~al:l. for encouraging volunta:"y t,:lnsfer 
of devclop:ent credit~ iroQ ccsignatcd ?rcservation areas 
in Lodge Hill. In coaiut",cticn with the. Con:;crvu.ncy, the 

\~ 
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. EXHII1!!" -A
CAHnRL\!r.oOCE HrLL l?Oa::rron c: CCtr:rrY'S I.iV.m usc-: i.)r ... ;\..~ 

['ACE 2 

Cauut:::r .::ha1..1. prcp.:t:C! ordiaanccG Co i:tplc.mcnc. t!ie 7:"::l.as,:c.'C 
of Development CrcdLc~ pcog=n~ and :0 pc.:~ic ?a/=cn: of a 
fee co o.Ef~c.: ac:quisi.::.i.on C05tS ':ot' lo:s in t:he 
preserv~t10n areas. 

c. Es ta blish-men t: of P!.'"cr:e':"'I':.! cion Ar.ea!';. . The nc pros:-am ~!1<1. 
c.scabU.sh ;::It:·c.scr--ra.;:.!.cm arcas that: oes::: rc:fl~ce. c::<traccc:-
is cics of Lodee !Ii1.1 dee~ed.· .nOS t: seas i :,:j. 'Ie I au r: s::all 
include the s tceper :.10 pCS', he.l'rj tree co,"ercd <l =~;;.~ , 
Hi~h~aT One vie~ corrldo= and a:-ea.s with potencial :0 
fu~c.c:ion a~ ~ildLife corriGot"s. 

d. Relation of So~c!.al P-:-ojec: A;:,,(:.1~ <-tnd ?r:c;o;c;:-· .... a:::.:;n (·.1:"~,l$ .. 

e. 

Tne Special ?roject: Arr:as rc.t't'·"!s<!:.:: ::h.e oes:: y:,:c~<2~~r 

appro~ica:ion oE the cos: sensi:i~c. r-or~icn of the ?c::c.~:ial 

Prese~-rac1on Areas based. en c,:.:.t.s::L-:.g tn£or::::aci.on. 1':1.C 

standa=d.s Ear ::he Spec:!.al Pro je:c::: A::-e;::.s sh~ll .:t.;::plj' t::: the 
he~<!:va.eio;t l\reas ·.hen ',", t:hc l~t:r:f!:-- a=e dC!si.8~a~t::d" Th~ 
P't"e~ervation A=>::as. fi.n.:t.ll;r adopccc. wJ.l..l !'l>::cr.. co '::le Lar '("::0 

ach.:!.e're .:1 redu<::.cioc. of buildou: ;::o:~a=i.al co .e. l.e· .. eL -3.= is 
~ co~ist~n~ with av~.:!.labLe ~e=·ric:e capac:i=ie~. 

?~~;~a~ ~eoui:cs LC? ~~~~d=en~. 
:,DC p=og=J.:I1 snail co=.s:i:"~:~ 

the LeF. 

mc f S • ?!! =:::..i t tee d.e","~2.c ~=e:.:: a. l· ~3. S .: 0:-

InC's shall be de~cr=~~ed ~=o~ ra~:~ z ~y: 

1) 'raking t,.;'e lac a=e..:t of :n~ sic:: ;.;nerc. ':..'1e 
1 " ... , .... 0 ....... ·'- (~·n ... ("'-b~<s"'~ '0""'1 ... --' .:::Ia''':f",,~ ~.., ,.iiJ .I.J ..... "-__ ... -_ .;.;t .... ~_'-__ ..... J ...... '"-" - """'- ..... 5 _ ..... 

area. of the lac(s) co be =ec:'=ed. (che ::C 
c:eate a SU~J and 

Co 

de'fel,o ?=~!1.: 
!.t :he. l~= 

2) Dete~ini~~ t~c pe~icccd fOQcpri~: and Gross 
Struc~u~al A:ea indicaced fo= t~~s su= fo~ 
of the suoject lo~ as sho~ in r~Jle. z. 

3) 1"n no case shall :.~e 

and 90-: of 
Table 2. 

C,-{ -- ;2>"''''' ('f .. _ ... _ ... _- fo:-

pcr:::! t:ed 

10: as 

&(JU.3 r-e f 00 c:t r,t! .. La.:s 
qualify fat" addi tionn.l 

~ichl~ Special ?=ojcct 
fcat::;::-'!ilC a.:-ea and Ct"oss 

ss 

.. . 

.. 
EXHI!H1:" -A

CAHnIUAJ~CCC: HILL 20EtrlOn c: cemery' S I.AND USi-: t'f .• i\ .. 'i 
rACE. 2. 

Caunt:y :::hall prC?cl=c oC"dlcranc~s :0 !::plcf:lcnt the 7:-~a~Ec." 

of De'l'clopmca:: C:::cdlts pCO;:-i1.r.: il:1d :1) pc=~tc ;::a;r:::en.: of il 
fee co o.Ef:::;c.: acqulslclon co"c!Z .ear: 1.0:5 in the. 
prcserv~t:1on il:::eilS. 

c. Establishmcn.t: of Prc;:c.~'''I':..:.tion Arca!; •. The nc pccg::-a:!l !.:.!'M'! 

cscilblish prc.sc!:"'la:.!..cn ilrcas :h~:: bes::: rc.fl~ct c::arac:cr
iscics of LodCe !I.U.l dceaed. mcst: sensi:.:j.·.f~, cue: s::.11.1. 
include :::he s tcepel:' :::;10 pCS', he,], vy ::rce co,oaced il ::'r'!?,:::t ! 

Hleh~<l1 Onc vic~ corclda= and areas ~ith pcten.tial co 
fu~c::ion a:::; ~ildl~fc. co:-ricors. 

d. 

e. 

f .. 

Re1a::10n of So~c!.al E':-o iece: 
Tne Special :he :~s: 

appro:::::'::a.:::ion of the i:CS: sens:'::.!.v'c. r:~:ll:',=ic:1 o,e chc ;::ct:c.::::i.al 
?reser'tacion A:::ca.s bascd cn c.::1s:::i.:-:.g t<:'.':oc:::.aci.on. uc 
st:a.nda=ds Eor ;:l:e Spec:L:!.l ?:-oje:c': :\::-e;::.s sr:a;'l J.;=?lj· t:c ~::'e 
P':'e!:c::-'lat:ion. Ar~a.s · .. ·hen .. ::he :LJ.ct<?:- a':(! dC!si.e.:;a~c.:d. Th~ 

P-::e~ervation Ar>;!:as:. ':i.::.a.ll:r aciopccc. · .... ;.11 n.o::cc \:0 :,e lilrr.;'.:!t'" ::0 

ach!.e're: .:L t"!!duccioc. of buildou: ?O :::~cr.::ici1.. 'Co a le· .. e.l ch'l:: is 
Ittore co~is t<!nt.:. wi t!'l aV::I.!.lable !;c::',ricc ca'.Jaci. ::i(!~. - . 

the cert:i'::i.e·i 
the r..CP. 

1) 

2) 

S f .. ". --- ._;., ... - .... - ... _--
-t ..... "" 0,.. ..... - (~·nft ""'b~"'''''' ~O"''1 .", • .l "'a.''';;-~ -- ~_ .. _ "_.\'.e _1 __ ... _ • .., '-I..J '-10-.__ .... -- ~""- .J--- - .. ~ <;0;. ....... Q. .... -~.5 '-....; 

area. of t:he 10:(s) :0 be ::eti::!!-::l. (:he ::C 2.0:5)J :::J 
c:=ea:e a S~~, and 

:Cet:en:tini.:l~ the p-e:::ittcd foot:p:-i",:: and Gross 
Struccu A::ea indica::ed fa:: :his su~ ':0:- ~he c~ccgor-/ 
of t~e subject: loe as sho~ in :able. Z. 

a!l.o\.tcd. :0 e,::::ceed 
and 90= 0: c..~e 4:"t:a of :hc: st:.:r jeet: 10:' as s11ot..~ 
Table: 2. 

square fooc~~c. Lo:s ~~chl~ Special ?:-oJcct: 
quality :oC" addit:iontl.1 .Eoot:;::-.!.n:: a.:-ca. a.nd Ct"oss 

, .. 

• 

EXllIIHT -A
CAHnR.IA!~OCC: HILr.. :?OR:rrOn OF CCtnrtY'S r~\!m US;': Pr. .• \."1 

PAGE. Z 

Caunr:y =:hc'lll prc;Ja:c ocdl~anc~~ :0 !:plc.r::cn.c t:'1C! 7:"~n~J:c..r 

of iJe'fclopTlIcn: C::cdl to!: pI:'O;:il~ <1:1d. :0 ;JC::::-: t c ~a J"'=Cn.: 0 E <1 

fee co off5ct acquisition CO,,:5 for: 1.0:5 in I:h~ 
prcse~v~tion urcas. 

· .. 

c~ Establishrncnc of ?-=-C;'C':'·f~::on .!..r.Ci'?:=; •. The nc Pr:Cb:-a.!!! !;haI.l 
establish PI:'C5C!:"'l'a.::i.cn. c1.=C<lS ::-t.J.:: tJes::: rc:fl.~c:t c::a.ra.c:c:--

e. 

f. 

iscic:s af LodCe !r.Ul dccoed.· i:lOSt: sensi::f."c, our:: s:-:a..L1.. 
include ::he stcepel:' slopeS', hc:.1.· ..... j ::-cc c:o\"eccd c1.1:.'i!;;'':;, 

Hi~h~aT One vie~ c:orricia: and areas with ro:e:1tial :0 
funct:ion a5 ~ili11fc c:ocrlGoI:'s. 

The Spec:ial A::cas the 
appro:::!.::.a ::!.on 
P:-cs er-'I'a cion 

of the c=s: sc~si:ivc ror~ic~ of the po:c~:ial 

Area.s cased. en c=-=is::i.:-:..g !,,,.':or::::.a.ci.on. T:i.C 

sta.nca,=::is Eor ::l:e. Speci?l ?roje;c:: :\::-~a.s sr:a.;'l J.;:plj· t= t::'e 
P1:'e~e::-, .. ation Ar~as · .. hen. :h.e l.lttc.:- arc dC!si...:,:':a:e::d. Th~ 

P-re::erYaticn l\.c~as:. fi.~.:.ll:r aaop;:'cc "5.1.l ~"!cc \:0 :,e l<lrt;:.:, :0 

ac.":.!.e'fe a. !"!!ciucC:icC!. of bui1.dou: ?o :c.a::io:.!.. co a le·.e.I. ~h3.: is 
~ore cOClSis:t~n~ rlith ava.!.lable ~c.=.icc ca?aci<:i~~. 

o.an~e 0= rnc 
ti:e c:e!''C~':ie·-:, 

?:"'::~-:-a~ ~e~ui=es LeI' ~_--:c.r1d=e:n:. :~:r 
:DC p ;:"og:"-::t shall ::0;:'5 ci :.~:~ (,;..;..;. 

the tcp_ 

!.:..: ~ ~ 
~.~- ... 

TDC f S • ?C! :-::li t r: e.c cC!\"~':'o ?::le=: a.:4 ~J. s =.'J ": 
T~Cis shall be de:C!r;:::.i.:l.~-i ~=Oill 'I"a~2.'! ~ :y: 

1) 7.aking th.!! 10 C a::-e.J. of i::1.C S l ~'" --- --':""1.a - ..... ..... _--
13 ~o OCc~= (~hc ~~bje.ct 10:) a~i acici!:3 
ar!!a of the 10::(5) to be ::-et:'=c-i (-:~e 
c=ea:e a su~, and 

::c 

2) Detcroini:!Q t::c pe:-::::.i.ctcd 
Struc:u=al Area indica:ed fe: 

foac:pr:"~: 

:::'is SU:::I fo:-
;:n.d C~oss 

t~e c.J.:cgar! 
of the suojecc 20t as sho~~ i~ ~z~le. 2. 

3) Tn. no case sha.ll :.~e pcr=it:ed f~ot;t":'::.: a:-:d G:-wss 
e.:::ceed 

a=.d 90:: 0: c...l-:.e a=c~ of ~h~ s:.:!:ljec:c 10:: a,S 
!abl(! 2. 

lot::! arId 
squa re foocnr.c. Sflc cia1 ?::-olccc 
quali..f:r 

A-";:I~ ""~v (\ - ......... ~ ........ .J ~., 

S "'-u"""'" -rt 1 \1 \ ...... .... --- -t ~\ 
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EXHIBIT '0",_ 

CAHllRIA/LODGE HILL PORTION' OF COUNTY' S LA.ND USE PL.;\H 
P"'G~ 3 

In no case shall a TDC be transferred to a build tne :;i te 
within ~ Special Project Area from outside the area. 

Eligihle Purchasers of TDC's. 
include the followine: 

Purchasers of TDC!~ ~ay 

L Owners of s::tl.<111 lots within Lodge Hill: throueh 
retirement of another lot) a TDC could he g1 'I(:n th<l t: 
1oI'0uld Clliow an increase in the pert:littl:!d I cover?.CC/(;:-O;'C 
structural area on the or1g1n<11 parcel; 

2. Owners of properties ;dtnin the Urban Rl'!serve Line ~hi.! t 
are not presently provided w1.th sewer or ~ ... ater scrv5.ce 
by the Cambria COCll'llunity Services Dist;:-ict.:: thro:..!;:;.h 
particlpc.tion in th~ t'etirel.lent of lots on Lodge iiill, 
transfer of Wil ter and sewer credi t~ t.:ha t ;.·ol!~d 

otherwise have becn developed on the origt n.,l 10 t5 ::<:!.y 
be appropr:i.ateo 

3. Joint Rctire!::lent by o .. Tiers in (1) and (2): a. porti.or! 
of the cost of retire:ncnt could be bornt' b;.· each ;::-'J'.!;), 

• 'With the oo;.mers on Lodge Hill receiving pC::;:"l.':issi,()rl fGr; 

adaitional rcsici.eutial square £oot.:lge <lnd che o"-:-.ers ::;': 
UIlsc:rviced areas recei'l'ing wa. ter and sewer cr~d1.:.::::. 

1. PaymC!nt of Fees.· U:1der thiz pt'ogram, a fee Clay b~ [l.,ld t.) 

the Conservancy or another appropriate nonprofit o::-S".,.iz.:l
tlon '..Iho would be responsible for: purchase and ;:-~t.i:-~::.·.::nt:. of 
the lots. The fee oust be adequate to allow far purct3sc of 
typical lots within the preservation areas, plus sewer 
assessments and adolnistrative costs. 

j. Resale P:-ovislons. with t!1.e concentra t!.o.n of pu:-ch.:lses 1:1 
~pecific preservation areas. the program Clay propos~ 10: 
consolidation and eventual sale of portions of t.he prese~.ed 
area as estate-sized parcels .nth appropriately si : .... ::.d 
building s1 tes. Using this approach. money collect:C!d from 
the sale of the estate lots would allow for ret1rec.cn!:: of 
additional lots. 

Revise Nort.h Coast Planninr, Area. Par:e 65 t ComQun!t~wide ?lannln~ Area . 
Standard 5 • 

. 
5. Pen it: Requ i rcmen t: - Coramun 1 t r.:idc. S 1 te plan rev iew 1s requirt.'.;t 

for all projects OJ> slopes in excess of 20 pe::-cc.nt:, c:xcc.pt wher(.! (\ 
& hi&her level of reviev is required by the !and Use Oruinunce or \\ 
Plann.tns At"c~ Stllnda::d. \ '\ 

" 

• 

h. 

EXHrTIIT "/\
CAHllRIA/LODGE HILI. PORTION' OF COUNTY'S LA.ND USE PL.;\H 

PAC? J 

In no case shall a TOC be trans£crr.cd to a bu!ldtn~ :.t::~ 

within ~ Special Project Area from outside the area. 

Eligihl~ Purchasers Df TDC's. 
include the followln~: 

Purchasers of IDC'~ ~~y 

1. Owners of small lots within Lodge 
retirement of another lot J a TDC could 
would allow an increase in the pe~mitted 

structural area on the original parcel j 

Hill: throu~h 

he 81'/c:n th<!t 
I 

cover'~ce/~ro;,::: 

2. Owners of propercies wi thin the Ur:-baQ Rp-se.n·c Li"e ::r.a t 
are not presently provided with sewer or water scrv!c~ 

by the Cambria Cor::mun1.ty Services Dist;:-ict: thro:..!&.:, 

particlp~tion in th~ retireCle.nt of lots on Lodge rii,ll J 

transfer of wa ter and sewer crcdi t::; th.a t ... ·ol!:d 
otherwise have becn developed on the original let!; ::2.y 
be appropr1.ate. 

3. Joint Ketire!::!ent by o"'Ticrs in (1) and (2): "" portior: 
of the cost of retirement could be born~ h; eacn ;ra~?, 

• with the o".me::s on Lodge Hill rece':'vbg ?c.~:issiJ'n f,-·r. 
adai tional rc:.icieuti.:xl sq UG: r-e faa t:.:J..8e .J.nd. ~hc C~7.e=s ::.: 

unsl!rviced a.reas recei ',ring ;;a ter and. se .... er cndl;::.;. 

i. Payment of Fees.· Under thiz pt'ogralll, a fe~ tlay b~ ~.,':d t.:l 

the CO:1serva",c.y or ana the!" Clppropria te nonpro£i t Q::-~,,,.r,.l.z~-

tion who would be responsible for purchase and ~eti~~=~n~ of 
the lots. The fee =ust be adequate to allcw for PU=ct3SC cf 
typical lots .... ithin the ?~escrvat1on areas, plus se~er 
assessments and adoinistrative. costs. 

j. Resale Provisions. 'rlU:h the concentra tien of pu:;:'chases 171 
specific prescI:'vation areas, the program. rJJay propose 10:: 
consolidation and eventual sale of portions of the prcse~~cd 
area as estate-sized parcels with appropriately sit~d 

building s1 tes. Using this approach. money collected froe:. 
the sale of the estate lots would allow for ret1.recent. of 
addi.tional lots. 

Revise North Coast Planninf, Area, Pa:;,:c 65: COI!1::lunit; .... ide PI.1nn:n~ Ar~.J. 
Stnnda ru S • 

. 
5. Per.nit R~quircme!lt - C.::HolIlun1tr.:!dc. Site pla.n r~'1ieW' is requirt-d 

for all ?ro jec t3 Ofl slotH!s in exe!'!ss of 20 pert:.cn:: J exec? t: wherl.! \\ 
a hlcher level of t'CViC1or is required by the Land Use OrJin.:.ncc at' V 
Plann.tns Area Stllnda=d. \ .\ 

" 

• 

h. 

EXHrTIIT "/\
CAHllRIA/LODGE HILI. PORTION' OF COUNTY'S LA.ND USE PL.;\H 

PAC? J 

In no case shall a TOC be trans£crr.cd to a bu!ldtn~ :.t::~ 

within ~ Special Project Area from outside the area. 

Eligihl~ Purchasers Df TDC's. 
include the followln~: 

Purchasers of IDC'~ ~~y 

1. Owners of small lots within Lodge 
retirement of another lot J a TDC could 
would allow an increase in the pe~mitted 

structural area on the original parcel j 

Hill: throu~h 

he 81'/c:n th<!t 
I 

cover'~r:e/t;ro;,::: 

2. Owners of propercies wi thin the Ur:-baQ Rp-se.n·c Li"e ::r.a t 
are not presently provided with sewer or water scrv!c~ 

by the Cambria Cor::mun1.ty Services Dist;:-ict: thro:..!&.:, 

particlp~tion in th~ retireCle.nt of lots on Lodge rii,ll J 

transfer of wa ter and sewer crcdi t::; th.a t ... ·ol!:d 
otherwise have becn developed on the original let!; ::2.y 
be appropr1.ate. 

3. Joint Ketire!::!ent by o"'Ticrs in (1) and (2): "" portior: 
of the cost of retirement could be born~ h; eacn ;ra~?, 

• with the o".me::s on Lodge Hill rece':'vbg ?c.~:issiJ'n f,-·r. 
adai tional rc:.icieuti.:xl sq UG: r-e faa t:.:J..8e .J.nd. ~hc C~7.e=s ::.: 

unsl!t"viced a.reas recei ',ring ;;a ter and. se .... er cndl;::.;. 

i. Payment of Fees.· Under thiz pt'ogralll, a fe~ tlay b~ ~.,':d t.:l 

the CO:1serva",c.y or ano the!" ~?propria te. nonpro£i t Q::-~"H·..l.Z~-

tion who would be responsible for purchase and ~eti~~=~n~ of 
the lots. The fee =ust be adeq~ate to allcw for PU=ct3SC cf 
typical lots within the ?~escrvat1on areas, plus se~er 
assessments and adoinistrative. costs. 

j. Resale Provisions. 'rlU:h the concentration of pu:;:'chases 171 
specific prescI:'vation areas, the prog::am. rJJay propose 10:: 
consolidation and eventual sale of portions of the prcse~~cd 
area as estate-sized parcels with appropriately sit~d 

building sites. Using this approach. money collected froe:. 
the sale of the estate lots would allow for ret1.recent. of 
addi.tional lots. 

Revise North Coast Planninf, Area, Pa:;,:c 65: COI!1::lunit; .... ide PI.1nn:n~ Ar~.J. 
Standaru S • 

. 
5. Per.nit R~Quircme!lt - C.::HllllJUnitr.:!dc. Site plan r~'1ieW' is requirt-d 

for all ?ro jec t3 Ofl slotH!s in exe!'!ss of 20 pert:.cn:: J exec? t: wherl.! \\ 
a hlcher level of t'CViC1or is required by the Land Use OrJin.:.ncc at' V 
Plann.tns Area Stllnda=d. \ .\ 



EXllIn rr -1\'. 
C/","fBRIA/LOOCE !lIr.r.. t'CrtTICN Of' COlmTY'S L.AHD USF: PLAN 

r,\C~ 4, 

Revi.,>~ no!:'::::' Co,1at: ?li't!'1nt:u; Area, Pil!':(! 73-74. ~c:;i.dcnc..l."L Si.ru-:l.(:-~'J.:::f1.v, 

St,'lnd.:lt'cs 9-11. 

5ubdi\·i~i.(jt".s of 25' lot:l. The follo' ... !.n& !;t:,"!ndn:-r:i;:; .lp;'ll, co Lc·!Ci..: Eli.11 
as .... ell as all ocher areaa (such as p.J.:% [!ill) :hat: <lee subdJ.· .. i.d.cd 
into 25-foo: lots. 

9. Site Develonmcnc St:anda~~~: 

subjec.t: :::'0 c;;e follo· ... int:; ~t:.:i.::.dar::ls: 

a. Lc t: Consolida :10n, (1) A singl/! lot ,;;"i, th ,::. f::On.::ileC (': 2.5 
fee:::. COt1!:::icuct!s a. se;Ja:-aci! build.ing si..t::c o;:ly !.:: it: is 
uncle:- scparat:c o· ... -ncrshlp froe adjacr.:l!: IGc~ (S~~ Sect:i(;a 
22.04.050 aE che Lznd Use Cdin.:ln..::c); (2j ;:i.('.ele (;~:71.~;;::hi.p 
of two or core adjoining ';aczmc lot:.:: 
rt!qu1.rC:"l:cnt:~ of Sec:!.on 22,.04.050 - Lo~ C"~1,·';o1.1~;:':lc~1 

--~--~--~~------Land Use Ordina.nce. 

b. ~king. 1,.,"hc:-c physical· ccc.::;~:.! L<lt:s of. a builcr.:-.(. s.:!.;';'c 
pceclucic. adc.<tua t:.e an-si:::'!!: park!.:::.!; T al!:<:!.':n;! 1:1 ';as ;:;:.1-::: as 
parking b.J.ys located. in COctj'..!.r:!..c~ion .;.!.i:::: n.:.!;i&h~~:::';",,~ :j: 

C. 

nea::rb:t lots C<l.:::l be. utilized subj::c: ::::0 a:;:;?~c·J'<i.l. c: <1:': 

a.djus==e:!~ CLl.c.-j Jse O=di:~a=:cf! S~!<::ion 2.2. 01 ~ Ct.]), ?-:'*c·;:'I.~ci 

the space l.~ .... or: zu=-:h'!= t::a~ lea f~~c ==:Jc:. ~c~e cu:'ld:r~t~ l-~:.. 

Pine 

(2) 

(3) 

:a res: 

N'o ::=ec s::a1.1 be 
se=uct:u=al li~e 

a.ccorcaIlce ~i:h Sec~ioc 21.05.060 
Ord..i:l.ance. 

of 

!:-ces :.aT only be. =e~o¥ed .f;: 

a:pprove.d consulcanc d,e:=e:-=.l.nes 
pose a hazard. 

Any 1'0,-"' .... (_) ___ '_ ,:J 

t';:e COUll:Y 
~hey a.:e 

. , 
! - .."" ............ ' ... Use 

0= a ccur:.t:y 
ciis~.:!scd 0': 

g=ea~c:- rc:oved. £=0= a ~eveloPQe~: si:e a:-c co ~e 

rer-lllc:::d on a ~~O fo:- one b,(J.sl~, eo ::tc a?p:"o't"':i.l of c;,.~ 

Planning Dc?;J.=:~cr:.::. 

(4) I..f a.'l~!.l:lble, =e?1.dc.e=e:1~ t:=e~s sb.;lt! be f:!.."IC hallcc 
Mcnt:!:r!:!y .?i:1.es. g::ot;,,-n ::-0= s~cds oh:.:J.i.:"lcd ==0;-:: :::e 
CaiUc:-ia S ::3.nci. 

C.s ) Con~truc.:ion prttct:1.-,:cs to peo e:ec.: !-!ot:n:I.!l:'~:r :t"Om. 
diaturbltY'li"'f"" ~h,,1i i-. .... ( __ I~; __ ----' ,.. 

.. 
E::('liin 11" -A'· 

CA.'1BRIA/taDCF. !lILl:. E'ORT:ml Of' CamlTY'S LAHD IJSF: PLAN 
rACS 4 

R.evisl! Hot':::' CO.HC ?litil.:".t:1) A;:ca, ?1l?<:! 73-7 1" Kcs!"dc:~c..f .. 1!. S:n;-:L(:-~·C!;-:rl.v. 

St,'lr.d.:ll:'c.s 9-1.L 

Subcli\'·i~i.(ms of 25' :'ot!'l. T!lt~ :0110· ... !-11& $t,:.nda:ti:: ':1';>1.7 to Lc'lG!.! :t!.ll. 
at: • ... cll as aLL o::hc;t" a:-eaa (such a.':O ?a:k [111.1.) ::::\,1': a:e subdJ.· .. ~:!cd 
into 15-root lots. 

9. Sit~ u~velormcnt 

subjec: co ~he follo~~n~ s::~~dards: 

a. Lot: Con~oli.d1l:::iort, 
feec cons::.ir:uc~s a 

(1) A s:n~1.e lo~ with (';. _ il.::<JCc t:": 2.5 
septt:-ace bui.!.d.ing s!.:::c 0:-:1;: i..:: ic: is 

unde:- SCp<1.:'a.:c o ..... llc:-shlp froe adjacf!:l: 10::::': (So.!<:! SeC::.L::.:a 

22.04.050 of che L:.:td Use Odi;!;:tr..<.:c); (2) ~i.::ele CJ;:~-:;,-;::hi..:J 
of two 0:- cot'e adjoln.l.il.g ';aea:'!:' t.: 

rcquLrc~cr.cs of Sec:~oc 22.04.050 - ~Lo~::~~C~Q_~~.i~;a~L~i~~~;~.~c~l~G~.c 
Land Use O:-dL~ancc. 

b. Par-king. W'hc!:'c physical C.C("l':::.lin:::s of. a "bL:.il~f.:--,? SO.U:.c 
pcec1urlc. adc.,\u<l:::c. on-sic:: pa:-k.'!':lGr .J.lr:::!.!!:l1.!I:i';as ~~..:·.:L as 
parking b~ys loca.ted in coc:~~c:~ou ~i~~ n~i;~~~':~~ or 
nea=b:r lots cae. be Ul:i.li:;:eci su:'je::::: co ap?~c"<-il ::. ,t::": 

a.dju.s~=e:!~ (u:.ci U~e C=ci:'.a::c:~ S·;.cc1.cn 21.01.504.3) '1 ?;.:c".~:.~ 
the space 1.;: -;:'l.ot:. fu.:-:hC!.:, t~a.:-:. 100 fl~~t :=~= ~he :u.!.l~!..r~t :~:.. 

c. 

(2) 

(3) 

No :=ec. s~all be 
sc=uccL:.:-al ~~e of -Co •• 

accor~<lcce ~ith Sec~:!.oc 22.05.060 of 
Ord.i:la.;lc::!. 

t ... ,"'\' ~,...,:""""'t"'I-.. --....,:----. . 
I -..., t~ 
~ ... - use 

7:-ces :a1 only ::c. :-c.=o'.f::d 
a:pprove.d consul:.:t.-:.I: dec:e:-::lne.s 
pose a haza::::L 

:::::'e Cou::!.:y 
::hey a.re 

0= .a. COU~:::T 

dL'i~.::scd or 

... o 
g=ea!c= rc:oved !=o= a cevelopcen: s~-~ a~Q to 
re?ll!c~d on cl t.o :- ot:e b.u.si~, Co t~c rl ~ ~='~ 7:.:l1 
Pl~nal~g Dc?~=:~c~c. 

(4) I! a'tl~:"l.l.~le,. =e?lacer:e!l~ ~=e~s sb~tl be fi-rc r;al.1..c::: 
Hcnt~rc:r ?!.:1.e:l, g:-o,-i."l. ::-00 sCt;!~s ab:.:l:'nc~ ==00: :::OO:c 
uiUc:,i..a. s::3.nd. 

c..s ) Con:l:r\!c.~ion L't'tIc:.icC!s to pt:'o:~c.t :!ont:l.!r~1 
d1a:~rbrrnr~ .h1~' ~_ r __ I_~ ___ ~ ~ 

Pt:1C.s :rom 

• 

EX!! rn IT' -A'· 
c.t-."'fBRrA/r:.oocF. !ur.~ E'ORT!mC Of C:::HWTY'S L.A.ltD US?: rL.AN 

rAC~ 4 

R.evise Hot":~ CO,Be: ?li't!1nln;; A::ca, i'iJ.?c 73-7 1" ~c5!'dc:~c.i .. 1:' S1.:1;-:!..{:-~·'"-;-:::ll,l'. 

St;lr~d.1 ;:ods 9-1L. 

Subcli'.-lsi.rJns of 2S' ':'ot::1. T:le follo· .. !.n~ ~t:.:.ndil=tf:: .:ppll co Lc.ll.(.! ::'::'1.!. 
a!l ~c11 <\5 all. och~:- a.:-ea.~ (such a1:O ?J.:."1. tI1.1.1.) ::(,It: a=e subdt· ... :.;!cr!. 
into 23-=00: lots. 

9. S1 te Deve.!..opmcn t S:anda ::!:\! NC..rd, ccve.J..orr=~n: 

subject: Co che £0110 .... 1.;1(; !::u.::lda.::-ds ~ 

a. Lot: Conzolida::.!.ort. (U A s:ng:e 10[;. .. it:h c:. f=on::.:q::c r:-: .,<; 

.f~ec con!::::ic:uct!s a. sc.pa,:-aci! build.ing s:!.:c onl;: i:: ic is 

b. 

c. 

uncle:- sc.p<l.:,a::c o ..... -nc:-shl.p froc acjacc:1: lec!..: (5";0:: ::;ec::i.o:.:a 
22.04.050 of: che L::.nd Use CcJi~.'1ncc); (2) d e CJ~:';'.~~·;::hi;) 
of two 0:: !:'.o:-e adjoining · .. aca:H: lot:,:;; 
rcquirc~cr.~= of Sect::on 22.G4.0sa - Lot 
Land Use O=cL~anc~. 

Parking . 'ri"!-.c!:"c phys.:!.cal c.cn~ ~= ~ in:5 ,,-== ... a ouilc .(.:-.? 
precluc1c adc.ct u,Z!. t:c on-sic:: park!.:lS r a 1 t!! !: n .. ! t: i .. ~ as '~~J'~:~ 
parkiog; Q.::lYs lO'cated. in. cC~~l..!~c.:~on • ,·1 -'-""'_\"" ... nc:';:-:~" ~ ~~.~ 
nea:=by lacs C<l.::l be: u C:il..L-: ~d subje:::: ::0 a?? ::-c"lal ~ . 

::;' ",... - "-~ 

as 

""-., .. 
.. 1:": 

adjus!::ec.t (L.::.~d U~e C=di:".a::c= S~1cc:'on 22..~1.C~J), ?".:=·::'::~d 
e.'1.e spa.ce ..t~ -:\.0 c: ~:;'.a.:!. leG .:~!:: e ::-:;,; ~:~e =:.L!.l~ ~i·.!~ :=:. ~ 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(.5 ) 

Fares: 

NO' be 
sttuccu.ral 

:..s . . 
,.o(oi"l.'''',,,",' ""'-':--!'\--_._-....,;;:----

accor:i.-:l.l:.ce "..ith Sac.::'ac. 22.05.0:50 of t::e L1.~r: wse 
O-rd.i:la:lce. 

a:pproved consult.:!.:;:.c: cic:::e:::--ines 
po sea ha::.a. rd. • 

:.::hey a, - ... ... - or 

.. o 
grea:cr rc.:oved r=cc a ~eyelopcen: si:e arQ :0' ~e 

rei'lllC~d on <l tfJo £0:: or:e hc.s.!.~J to t:~c ~?~="~·1'~1 c! 
~l~~nl~g ~c?~=:~c~:. 

Hen:: ~t' ~:r ? !..:1e!3.) 
w..uc:-i.a. s:.anc. 

.... _-,.., ..... _ ..... seeds 

Con!:t:"t!c~ion ?rnc::ic::s to pt'o:c:ct ~!on:C!rc:r 
dis.turblInr-,... e:,_""t11 ;"a. .f_ ... t ... ~ ____ .,:. ;!'fI 

l?!.:1CS :rom 
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EXliInIT "A ~ 
CAMBRIA/LODCE HILL PORTIor~ OF COUNTY'S LAND USE PLAN 

PAGE 5 

include prote(!ting trl!e trunks from cons t=uc tion 
equipment by ...... rapping ...... ith heavy materi<lls (e.!';., 
layers of burl<lp); protectinc root systems throllr;h the 
design of the foundation and car~ful use nnd ~tora~~ of 
construction equip~ent. 

(6) trndeveloped area of each building 5i te shall b~ 
:naintaioed in nativ.:! vegetation and natural cha.racter. 

d. Setbacks. l1init:lu!ll setbacks shall be as follows: 

(1) 2S-Foot Lots: Front and rear setbacks iIlu~t total 25 
feet, \,:ieb a !lI.inill:u::::I of 10 fect in the troo.t and 10 
feet in the rear yard un1e5s ad jus ted pursu.:lnt: to L'!cd 
Use Ordinance. Section 22.0 /,.108aO) (l:;lopinC lot:" 
adjustment). Side se.tbacks shilll be a. rr.L1.i::UQ of J 
feet; 5 feet 00. the street side of a corner lot. 

(2) 50-Foot Lot,,:;: Fronr: and r.-ear setbacks: sh·::.ll total 25 
feet'~ith a !lI.inicu::::I of 10 feet in the front and 10 f~ct 

in the rear unless adjusted pursuant: to LJ.~c Use 

(3) 

• Ordinance Section 22.0 ,l.108a(3). Side ya shall b(;: a. 
minimum of 5 feet; 10 feet on the stre!!!: :::ide 
corner lot. 

Setbacks cay' be averaged to .:1.110<;'; for 
design and minor adjustment may .:I.l1o~ed 

2 feet in the rear) to preserve trees on the rli t,~ • 

0 ;: .., .. ... 

(4) Front setback cay be adjusted pu!:'suant to LUC Scct:icn 
22.04.108a(3) for sloping lot adjustcent. 

(5) Zero sideyard setb.:lck.s ma.y be per::::titt:ed by develop.-:.en.t: 
pla.n revie'lol where preservation of he.:tlthy trees is 
accomplished or 'IoIhere grading would be miniciz:ed. in 
accorda.nce with Section 22.04.110g of the Land Use 
Ordina.nce. 

Revise North Canst Plannln?, Area, Pas>;es 74-75 I Resldenti.:l.l Sln~lc-:acilv. 

Standards 12-17. 

In addition to the previous standards for 25' lots, the followin~ 

standards apply to Lodge lUll (see Figure 2):. 

12. Pe!"C:it ReouireeJents and Aonlicat!on Content. Minot:' Us<::, Pccr:ti: \\ 
approval f~r dcevelopmen:. on lots of 2S! or greater siope an.d 1'0- \ 

de.velopczcnt torithin Spec.ial Projec.t: Areas. Plot PInn approvlll ~o~ \ Y.' 
other 101:3 unlc!!!io a higher level of revL.c'll 1:0 t'cquired by the \\ \ 

) 

\ 
/ 

'. 
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include prote~tine tree trunks from construction 
equipmcnt by wrapping with hea.vy matericlls (e.r,., 
layers of burlap); protectinc root systems throll?,h the 
design of the foundation and careful use and ~torcl~Q of 
construction equip~cnt. 

(6) tIndeveloped area of each building si tc shall b'E: 
maintained 1:1 native vegetation and neltural ·:!1aractcr. 

d. Setbacks. Minioum setbacks shelll be as follows: 

(1) 25-Foot Lots: Front and rear setbacks lllU~t tot.:!l 25 
feet, \:1 tll a oinia:u::l of 10 fec t in the front and 10 
feet in the rear yard unless adjl!sted pursu.:1.nt to L'!!:d 
Use Ordinance Section 22.0 1, .108a(3) (~lopi:1C lo~ 
adjustment). Side se.tbacks s!"tal.l be a rr.L1.i:::UQ of J 
feet; 5 feet on the street side of a corner lat. 

(2) 50-Foot Lot.~: Fronr: and r.ea!' setbacks 5h·:':111 total 2:; 
feet'~ith a ~niou~ of 10 feet in the front and 10 fcc: 

(3) 

in the rear unless adjusted pursuelnt to 
• Ordinance Section 22.04.108a(J). Side yards 

minimum of 5 feet; 10 feet on the stree t 
corner lot. 

Setbacks oay- be averaged to .J.llow for 
design and ~inor adjust~ent may ~llo~cd 
2 feet in the rear) to preserve trees OG 

LJ.~c 

shall 
side 

LT 5 e. 
b,,= 2-

a: ~ 

(4) Front setback =ay be a.djusted pursuant to LUC Scctio::l 
22.04.108a(3) for sloping lot adjustcent. 

(5) Zero sideyard sctb;:;,cks maT be pe!':lIit:ed by develo?.-:::.ent 
plan review where preservation of heal~hy trees is 
accomplished or whe:-e grading would be minioiz:ed. in 
accordance with Section 22.04.110g of the Land Use 
Ordina.nce. 

Revise North Const Plannin3 Area, ?a~es 74-75, Residential Sin~lc-=acilv. 

Standards 12-17. 

In addition to the previous standa.rds for 25' lots, the fo11o~in~ 

standards apply to Lodge lUll (see Figure 2):. 

12. Perc:it Recruire!:lcnts and Aoolic:ation Content. Hinor Usc. ?cr'i:lit \\. 
approval for dcvclopcc.nt on lots of 25% or 8re~tcr siope and ~o~ \ 
develoPQcnt within Special Project Arens. Plot Plan approvnl ;0:' \i 
other laCS unlc.!I!O a. higher level of revic~ 1a required by th~ ,\\ 

" 

) 

\ 
/ 

'. 

EXHlnIT "A
CAMBRIA/LODCE HILL r<HtTlmt OF COUNTY'S LAND USE PLAN 

PAGE 5 

include prote~tine tree trunks from construction 
equipmcnt by wrapping with hea.vy matericlls (e.r,., 
layers of burlap); protectinc root systems throll?,h the 
design of the foundation and careful use and ~torcl~Q of 
construction equip~cnt. 

(6) Undeveloped area of each building si tc shall b'E: 
maintained 1:1 native vegetation and neltural ·:!1aractcr. 

d. Setbacks. Minioum setbacks shelll be as follows: 

(1) 25-Foot Lots: Front and rear setbacks lllU~t tot.:!l 25 
feet, \:1 tll a cinia:u::l of 10 fec t in the front and 10 
feet in the rear yard unless adjl!sted pursu.:1.nt to L'!!:d 
Use Ordinance Section 22.0 1, .108a(3) (~lopi:1C lo~ 
adjustment). Side se.tbacks s!"tal.l be a rr.L1.i:::UQ of J 
feet; 5 feet on the street side of a corner lat. 

(2) 50-Foot Lot.~: Fronr: and r.ea!' setbacks 5h·:':111 total 2:; 
feet'~ith a ~niou~ of 10 feet in the front and 10 fcct 

(3) 

in the rear unless adjusted pursuelnt to 
• Ordinance Section 22.04.108a(J). Side yards 

minimum of 5 feet; 10 feet on the stree t 
corner lot. 

LJ.~c 

shall 
side 

LT 5 e. 
b,,= 2-

a: ~ 

Setbacks oay- be averaged to .J.llow for 
design and ~inor adjust~ent may ~llo~cd 
2 feet in the rear) to preserve trees OG 

(no~ ~~~ ~xccer~ 
.,..hO' ~ 4 !'" ,-. _ .... _ ...J .... "'-'_. 

(4) Front setback =ay be a.djusted pursuant to LUC Scc.tio::l 
22.04.108a(3) for sloping lot adjustcent. 

(5) Zero sidc.yard sctb;:;,cks maT be pe!':lIitted by develo?.-:::.ent 
plan review where preservation of heal~hy trees is 
accomplished or whe:-e grading would be minioiz:ed. in 
accordance with Section 22.04.110g of the Land Use 
Ordina.nce. 

Revise North Const Plannin3 Area, ?a~es 74-75, Residential Sin~lc-=acilv. 

Standards 12-17. 

In addition to the previous standards for 25' lots, the fo11o~in~ 

standards apply to Lodge lUll (see Figure 2):. 

12. Perc:it Recruirc!:lcnts and Aoolic:ation Content. Hinor Usc. ?cr'i:lit \\. 
approval for dcy(!lopccnC on lots or ZS! or grc!ltcr siope an.d for \ i 

develoPQcnt within Special Project Arens. Plot Plan approvnl [or, \ 
other laCS unle!l!O a. higher level of revic:~ 1a t'~qulr(!d by the ,\\ 

" 
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'EXlUIlrr -A
C.t\HBR.lA/LODCZ HIT.f .. POR!'rmr Or COUNTY'S r.AHD usc: PLus 

!?AG~ G 

Land U5e Ordin~ncc_ Conaic.ier<ltion of. a bonu~ for: ;:tddLCional 
foocprint: or gross at=~c:u:<ll area rcqui=c~ Hinor: Usc ?cr=ic 
re:d.clol _ 

Applic<lt:ions 
eros ion and 
22.05 of che 

shalL l::tclude i:tfo r:=ta :ian 
sedi~cncacion concrol in 

Land Usc Ordin~nce. 

on i;l:'adi..ne. 
acco ::dil nee 

d = ai. r . .l ~e ':':1 ri. 
I.li:h Cha?l:c:"-

'. 

13. Site DC\'~l()ornent St.:mdards. 
follo~Ii.n3 s~nd<l::ds: 

Nc:W' de'r~lopmcac shall satisfy chc 

a.. Erosion Cont:~ol. In 
I:..:!.o.d 

add!. t:ion co ocher applicable 
t:he. foll~wing shall rcquireaents oE the 

also he mel:: 
Usc O=dit1.ancc, 

1. All ~~~off fro~ !nce~ious surfaces ~uch as roefs, 
drive-,;.::.ys, ',:alk5> pacios J decks: shall be colli'!c.tcd. aud 
detaine.d. on-sice, or ;=<lsse.d on :n:;:ouGh an e::ccc}. vc 
eros1.oa. cOt'lI.:!"ol d.evice 0:;: dr<lin.age s)"sce.!:l cJ.pPl:':-:l· ... ed. bi' 
the Coua.cy Engineer. 

2. .. . l' s::a_.:.. 
prio~ \:0 or oo.-s.i.cc 
ac:i-:ities. 

3. If gradlne; ·is to acct!": bec·,.;e(!!l Cc r 15 \.;.0 A;::-:l 15. 

4. 

.5. 

a sedi=ec~ac~o~ a~d e~o~ic= co~:=ryl pl~~ ~~~ 1 ~~ 

suhci:~ed pe= La~d Use Ord~=~~cc Sec~~on 21.05.036. 

Gl:'ad!ng, fillinz or si:e 
and ,(c8~!:.a:r:ion. shall O~ 

tLece.ss<l.rr· 

St:ockpUes 
£rQa rai:o. 

li.::L.i..ced 

plas:!c 

oE ex:!.s ::i.:'.g sa 
~~:l.!.=Um. a.:-C..l:i 

shc.e:::s 

.ic~ tc.':::pc~a::-f c:: !(er--3:tent c=osicn ccn:.=cl d.::v·l.c:cs ir: 
place. .. 

7. !=pc.r(iotls su=fac~s ~~~~ as dri7c.vays ~~C .nl~w~ys 
shal~ ~c U::i=c:d r:~ ~!1.e 5:al1~s~ fUt1c~.i.·~nJ,.l si::.~. 
't;ec.'I...~! i.-.t.1::1/!I I '61:.11:-b"o!l·~"'..u' / :61 /d-/d:1~ I i:..=l!l:J.J I i.J.d.1 .!::.h£lIl.:!.! ! r.~: 
.1 - , ; , J f -r"" / L 4( . , ' , { ' .. ' . I I • , • , • I •• I ____ C.:.c:.t!::""I ... rH .. tH. rct:";ll ... '::_~'li, .. iloc:.pr ... I"\: ... 

• 

EXIGIH!"' .. A .. 
CAHBlUA/LCOCZ HItT .. ~CR=rCH Or CCUNT'f' S [ .. \.HO USC: E'L\11 

:'AGF.: (, 

Land U5C 

foor:print: 
rc' .. ic\I • 

Or::iin<:!.rtcc. Conaider<ltion of a borm::> foe <ldd:.cian<ll 
or gross acruc.:u=<ll arca rcquirc5 Hinor usc ?cr:lc 

Applic.<1t:ions 
erosion and 
22.05 of che 

shall icclude. info:":;]. cion 
scd.ii:c~ 1:a t::!..on con t:ro1 1:1. 

Land Usc Ordin~nce. 

on ccad :'ne • 
ac=o :-dancc. 

dcaina8e .::vi 
~i:h ChapL:c:'-

'. 

1.1. Site Dc .... C'!loornent' S!:andards. 
follo~ .. i~ s ::.andads: 

He ... de'l'clopl'llcu:: shall sa':iscy :hc 

a.. Erosion Con!:t"ol. add:,clon co ocher applicable. 
rcquire=ents of :he 
a.lso be :llC r:: 

US!! O-:d.i.1a.ncc., che fol!~~rng shall 

1. All ru~off fro~ i~~c~ious s~r=aces 5uch as rocf~, 
drive·,.,ays, ·,.;a.lks> patios. ded:s 1 shal...!.. be colli:-::t:c':i altd. 
d'!!taioe.d on-si1:c. or ;::assed on :hrou(;h an e::c:.ce}. 'I'~ 
erosion cont:rol dC'Iice or dr<linage syst:e::: cl.~[)r~· ... e:d 'by 
the Councy E~ginccr. 

2 •• 

3. 

5. 

Pcr::anen c: 
prior to 
ac ::::i'r:!." e.s. 

e=osiOll c::),.::Lt:ral c.evi::.'!s 
or coa::.u::~~:ly ~!~h 

If sra.d..!.~g ·is co occ~.I": bet',.;ec.1l Cc t:oo·:"!!:' :s ~o :'.;::::':' 
a sedi~ec~acioc a~c e~o:~c: con==cl ol~~ ~~~ll 

subci::ed pe: Land u~e Sec::on 21.05.C~6. 

T ~ _ ... , 

Grad.!.ng! fi':'l!.nl or si:e 
and V'csc: 1:;3; 1:':'0'0. s ha::...l. ::J<e 

nec:eSS.;l.r.r • 

discu,,:,ba:::.ce 
, ~ 1"""'1 { ,.. ...... ....... - -. ...... 

cE ex':'s l:i;:".~ so .!.l. 
i!!i:l.:!."::u=, ar ~.:l.,) 

soU sha:::'l :e Scocl.;pUes 
f::'oa ra.!.:!. 
c:ove:::!.n~. 

and shc.ecs 0= o:::hc.!:' 

;i::~ tc::pC:=4l=:r c:" ?e.:--a::.e:1c c:osion cor::'==l. c'::"I'!..ccs 
place. 

t_ -,. 

7. !:pc !:"",r!. our. S"...1:fac'!s S""...1c..;' a...s d!:'i7cvays ;:.."'!.c. ·.ll:r.!::.~'::'lS 

shall ~c l!=i=~d to :be ~ll~s~ func:!o~~l si~~. 
'tJc tJ..~1 ;'';'I;:!tV I '6/:./ /l+::d .. /· ... :,....:.:/ / :'61 ldvdrJi. / .c..=1:1:..';'/ /:i.:.i.c.. / .~";j:.:!ll n.; .: 

, • , , I 1/.,. ... "'/1. ~r ' ; , . I • /. I 'j J ' f ' , 'I ' • /. e;tt;~=", ... r~ ... U,l.. r'!:t:":l .. :;.,~'/t .. ilo'pr ... 1\:: 

• 

EX!tIIHT - A -
c.Al'mRlA/r..oocz flU.: .. ?CR1"!CH OF" COWl''!''?' S r.AliD USZ ?r...A.:l 

l?i\G7- G 

Land U5C 

fooc:pl:'in.:: 
revic1.l. 

Ordin.<lncc:. CO:1Gi<iet"iltion of. a. bonu::.; for: J.dd:'cionJ.l 
or gross at":''..!c ::'.;:.:ll ,J.!:'C<l cc:qui rc~ Hi.:1O C" usc Pc :;-=:1. c 

ApplicZI. t:ions 
erosion and 
22.Q5 of che 

shall i..:tcludc: 1 .. fo;;-::;j, t:i.on 
sedi:c:n::a.::ion control i~ 

Land Usc Ordin.~nce. 

on Grad !..:1.e , 
acco r:d<l n coco ~i:h C~apL:c:,: 

'. 

13. Site Dcvr.L!'J?tt!ent: SC'~nda.'C'ds. 

follow-ins s :a.:1da:ds: 
:{cw de'l'~lopmc:nc shall sa ':isfy t:hc 

a.. £:05ion Cont:rol. In addition. :0 other applicabl~ 

requirec:ent!> 
also be illC t: 

und Usc a rcii:'1.a.ncc , the follu~ing shall 

1. All ru~off =ror- i~~e~ious sur=aces ::.;uch as rocf~, 
drive·,;,::,ys. -,;alks, p.a.eios> decks, shal..!.. be coll.'!ct:cd 3.t"l.c. 

detained on-site I or ~<lssed on t:h::-ot.=t;h an c::c.ct:j, V'::! 

erosioCl control dC'/ice at:' dr:.:r.1nage syst::!= <J.?pC'~ .... e-i b:;: 
t~e Cauce) 2~gi!lc~=. 

2 ... 

3. 

01: 
• .... .J. _t, 
rl_ ;. ... 

If g=ad~~f.: ·1s Co occu-: oec-,.;ecll Gcco~e;:- :.s <..0 
a scdi=e~~acio~ e!:'o~ic= co~==cl ~l~~ 

:~;::.:. . .. 
~~~. ~ .... ,.. .. .:-_-

T c: 
--" . 

4. Gcad!ng, fi!.l!n~ or Si .... d.isr;u-:-ba.=.c~ of ex!s;:!'~g so!.: 

5. 

and. 're8~I:.<Itiotl be. l.!.o..!..ce·i t:c I:."~ i!:iZl.:!.':::~::' a.rC!.l.") 
nece.SS<lrr· 

S~oc..~plles 

f=Qa rai:l. 

are.:lS 

and e:o:!.oc. plas:!.c shce.:s 

grad!.ng s::.al.l be 
;i::~ tc.::pc=;:t::::" 0:- ?e.:--a::.e~t c::05ion cc::=.=:l. ci~v·.Lccs 
place A 

~-_ .. 



"
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). 

14. 

b. 

8. 
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Exterior decks sha.ll be locrt ted to i1vo!ri tree;.:. SolId 
exterior decks shall be li:::l.tcd to lO!. of the ;J~r;:d.cr::I.!r. 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~!----~--

footprint, while dc::ks of pcrmc.:Jblc construccicn (1.<;-, 
open \load slats) shall he liwitcd to JO! of pC:::i.lit::erl 
footprint. 

Parking. Two off-street p<lrklng 
each single-family d· ... elling. . At 
covered (gacage or Cil rport), and 
within the front setback. 

sp.:lCe5 are reqt1tl:'(~d. fot" 
least one sp<lce sil<lll be 
the 0 til erma y be:: 10ca t ~d 

Bul1cling Standards for Lodge Hill. The const:-uct iO::1 of 
residencc:s on lots in L::lde;e Hill in th!! Residc:ntial Sin31c zJ.::ily 
category (see Figure 2 for. area) shall be in accordance ~ith the 
height, footprint a.nd gross str1..!ctural area requlrc:;;ccts sholo."::"/. on 
Tabl/! 2. 

The standards of Table 2 do not include Tr.:ll:t: 163, "I'ract 6':, 
Cambt:'i,j. Pines Estat:es iJl, andthe two ma.rin\! t:e.rr2.CC bIce;:;; 
(B.lod:!l I .and 2. Tract 97) south of Lampton Strt.:et. l'l..:."'l'j parcel 
deemed by the count1 to be non-conforming because of i.t.:; siza is 
subject to standa.rds of Table 2. 

Tahle 2 is used by fir~t: de te!"':l!.:linZ the nU:::lh~r or legal 
subdivided lots tha: co~prise. t:hec~-ne:ship (suc.!~ 3.S a si::gl.e 
25', double or triple configurati.on) and select~~.g chi:'! 
appropriate category. Then select the correct:. type of .i'-:1l; (s:!ch 
as Special Pcoject Are.a 1, Forested, or Steep Lot) t..:~:;i.ng thi: 
definitions in the.se standards. This ~~ll yield th~ ~axi~u~ 

allowable height, footprint a.nd gross structural area. 

• ,. 

• 

14. 

b. 

8. 

EXHIBIT -A
CAMBRIA/LODGE ffLLL PORTION OF COVlny's L\NO USE Pf_.\J1 

PACE 7 

Exterior decks :;hull be locii ted to ;1'.'0111 tree;.;, So.Ud 
exterior decks shall be li:;-:Lt:cd to Hl7. of the ?~r::l!.ctl.!ri 

footprint, while cic::ks of permc.Jb] r. con:>cruct:icn Ctr. , 
open \lood slat~) ~h2.l1 he: l.!.::.1.ted to 30! of rC:7.!ii:c~ci 

footprin t. 

Parking. Two off-street parkine spaCC5 arc required fo~ 

least al\e space sil.:.r.ll be 
the other ma.y lJe Ioca i:~d 

each singlc-fa~ily d'..'elling, . A.t 
covered (garage or C<lrport), and 
~1th1n the front setback. 

Bullrling Sta.nd.:;. rds for: Lodge Hill. The ccnst=t:c t ion of 
residencc:s on lots in l.JJdge Hill in the Residential Single :.J.::..i ii" 
c:.a tegory (see Figure 2 for. area) shall be 1n accordance: \,'i cn th~ 
height, footprint and gross strt:ctu=a.l area rcqui.r~:..ects ,';(-:0 .... ":1 on 
Table 2. 

The standards of Table 2 do not include l'r~r.:t 163. 'i'r.:!ct 61., 
Cambt'i.'1 Pines Estates ,11, and the t~·o marine te:-racc blcc;:~ 
(Bloc.b. 1 .ar.d 2, Trac.t 97) south of LaU!pton Strt.::et. / ........... y p~rc.el 

deemed hy the county to be non-confo~ing bec~use of :c~ size is 
subject to standards of Table 2. 

Table 2 is used by firsc cieter::li:l.ing the nU::l0er 0: legzl 
subdivided lots en ... : co;;)prise che c .... -ne.:shi. p (suc:'.. .lS 2 si:;gl.e 
25', double or triple configl.l:-atio:.) and selecti.",g :h~ 

appropriate category. Thea. select the co:-recc type of j:0l (s:.!ch 
as Specia.l Pcoject Area 1, Forested, or Steep Lot) t;si.ng th€: 
definitions in these standards. This .. "'ill yi~ld th~ u.:lxi"'::l.lr!! 
a11o~able height, footprint and gross st~ctur21 area. 

• 

'\ 
• ,-

b. 

8. 

EXHIBIT -A
CAMBRIA/LODGE ffLLL PORTION OF COVlny's L\NO USE Pf_.\J1 

PACE 7 

Exterior decks :;hull be locii ted to ;1'.'0111 tree;.;, So.Ud 
exterior decks shall be li:;-:Lt:cd to Hl7. of the ?~r::l!.ctl.!ri 

footprint, while cic::ks of pcrmc.Jb] r. con:>cruct:icn Ctr. , 
open \lood slat~) ~h2.11 he: l.!.::.1.tcd to 30! of rC:7.!ii:c~ci 

footprin t. 

Parking. Two off-street p~rkine spaCC5 arc required fo~ 

least al\e space sil.:.r.ll be 
the other ma.y lJe Ioca i:~d 

each singlc-fa~ily d'..'elling, . A.t 
covered (gacage or C<lrport), and 
~1th1n the front setback. 

14. Bullrling Sta.ndards for: Lodge Hill. The ccnst=t:ction of 
residencc:s on lots in l.JJdge Hill in the Residential Single :.J.::..i Ii" 
c:.a tcgory (see Figure 2 for. area) shall be 1n accordance: \,'i cn th~ 
height, footprint and gross strt:ctu=a.l area rcqui.r~:..ects ,';(-:0 .... ":1 on 
Table 2. 

The standards of Table 2 do not include Tr~r.:t 163, 'I'r2C=: 62. , 
Cambd.'1 Pines Estates ,11, and the t~.,o marine Ce::-racc blcc;:~ 

(Blod:~ 1 .and 2, Tract 97) south of LaU!pton Strt.::et. J.~l..y p~rcel 

deemed hy the county to be non-confo~i~g because of :t~ size is 
subject to standards of Table 2. 

Table 2 is used by firsc cieter::li:l.ing the nU::l0er 0: legzl 
subdivided lots that co;;)prise the c .... -ne.:shi. p (suc:'.. .lS 2 si:;gl.e 
25', double or triple configl.lratio:.) and selecti.",g th~ 

appropriate category. Thea. select the correct type of j:0l (s:.!ch 
as Specia.l Pcoject Area 1, Forested, or Steep Lot) t;si.ng th€: 
definitions in these standard.s. This .. "'ill yield th':! u.,n::i"'::l.lr!! 
allowable height, footprint and gross st~ctur21 area. 



EXHIBIT -A" 
CAMDP...u/r.ODCE HILt. t'OR.!,!Qri Of' COUUTY' S r .. \1;O USE PtAU 

Pl\Cr..: s 

TA..lH • .E:' 2 
STAlIDp_t\OS FOR: LODGE HILT .. LOTS 

A. SINCLE LOT CArECO~,( 
25' LOTS (1750 SQ.fT.) 

3. 

-------------------------------------------------CROSS 
s J.?~UCTU::.i\L 

1'Y~E OF Lor Hr. faOT?RIN7 ARF..A 

1. . SP~CL\L ?ROJECTS' l..:?E:...:'" 1 (Stcc.? Canyon) 

a. 0-25: slope 
b. 2SI plus 

2. SPECIAL PROJECTS ,\J.1:.::A Z 

a. 0-257: 
b. 2.5:: pItl':: 

3. FOR.ES'!ED 

4. Sv'F:P LOTS (~!"!-.... u- plus) 

5. !:-'.;.~l1iE !a~J\,cr:: 

6. TYP!C\!.. LOTS 

DOUELE t:J7 r:\ 7::G CRY' 
50' LOTS (3500 "'- -..,..\ ~4· -:.:.. j 

1. SP~C::"\l:. P10J"EC7S AP....2..-\ r 

a. 0-25:: slope 
b. 25:: pl'..:s 

2 .. S?ECl"·J,L ?R0.JE~rS .Act'=' ;\ 2 

a. 0-25': 
b. 2.S! pl~s 

3. FCa=:S7ED 

4. S7~? L075 (30: plus) 

5. H.:W!1 E !~~\C!' 

6. . !'TI'! C.\ r.. !.On 
. 

2S'i:' 500 !lq.ft .. 
25''1: 400 sq .. f:. 

(Vi!Oible Hillside) 

25' i: 500 sq.fc. 
25' 'I: 400 sq.ft:. 

28 '** 500 sq. ft:. 

2.8'** 400 ~q.ft .. 

22' 800 sq.ft:. 

Z8'i:-:I: 6GO sq,.f: , 

(Si:ce.p Ca1:lyon) 

2.5' ;: 750 sq.fr:. 
2.5 f :t- sao sq.'::. 

(11!.sibLe ;.rfi'i' ~...;"j " ..... __ s ..... _'-.1 

25"· 800 sq.fc. 
25'% 55Q Z" F .. • "'i ...... '- --

2S'''* 90C sq. 

ZIl; itOII' 6sa sq. ft:. 

1 s:ot'"'f J 1.6GO :'tq. .. -. 
2:r .. st:ory, 1,350 t. 4 .. 

't .. S!Q:'Y .. 1,600 :fq. :e ~ -- . - - -

900 sq.:::: 
600 sq.f~. 

900 sq.tt:. 
700 sq.:::. 

900 sq, .. rt:. 

700 ~". ill· .. 

-"i .. .:...~'" 

1,000 5:;" .. f~. 

900 ~q .. =:. 

1,350 sq.:;:. 
1)000 so. • :-:.. 

1,400 sq. -. 
1,100 sq.fc:. 

'1 ~80a sq • £ :. ~ 

1.100 ~ sq.: : 

I,SOO sq . .:':. 
Z. aGO sq. f c. 

1,600 sq. f" 

EXHIiHT -1\
CAHDP..IA/r.QDCE !lILl:. l:'ORl'rCH or COUUj"'f'S f .. AliO !.IS;": P~~A!{ 

Pl\cr:: 8 

TABLE: 2: 
STAlIDLttDS FOR. LODCE ti:U", LOTS 

A. S INcr~.F: r.07 C,\ TEGOR Y 
25' LOTS (1750 SQ.FT.) --------------------------------------------------

3. 

HAX. 
Tf1?E OF L07 HT. FGOT?RIN7 

1. 'S?~CL\L ?R.O.!ECTS I;:'E...!.. 1 (Stcc.? Canyon) 

a. 
b .. 

o-Z5: !ilope 
25% plus 

500 :.Iq.:::. 
400 sq.e::. 

2. S?ECL:U:. PR.OJECTS A .. 'tEA Z (Visibl;:: Hillsicie) 

a.. o-Z5t' 25' ~ 500 sq.f:. 
b. 2.5: pltls 25' ~ 400 sq.f::. 

3. :QR~-r.ED 2S'''''* 500 sq.rr:. 

4. STEEP LOTS (3C::: plus) 28'f/:-JI: 400 !:q .. :: .. 

5. !:''';'.RlNE ra~Jlt.CE 22' 800 sq.ft:. 

S. n?:c\l. Lars 28'~':I: SCO sq,.~: , 

1. SP:':C!':"":' ?ROJ"EC7S A.?2...I... l (S::ce.p Cat!1 0 :1. ) 

a.. 0-25:: S:'Cip;:: z.s • :C 750 sq. f =. 
c. 25:: plt.:,s 2.5 f ~ 600 sq.::. 

2 .. S?EC.!.:\L ?R. Co.1::::::-S ,,\:.":{ ~;\ 2 ( IT!.s!.!ll.e ~fti .,,.;,,.i ~. ___ S"" __ J 

<11 ... 0-2.5: 25~* sao sq.ft:. 
b. 2.5! ?l~s 2..S' : 550 5'" t:_ . "i • .J. i... 

J. FCRES:-:::!:) 2at.-:~ sac sq. == .. 
4. S~~O . __ ... (:;0:: plus) IS· ~ ... 650 sq"40:t: .. 

.5.. X:\lU!1E :~R.\c.::' 1 s:: ot""'f I 1.6(]C sq.f~ .. 
22· .. stor:y, 1.3':0 sq ... ': t. ~ 

6. ' !"!1'.t CU .. !.On . ., .... story, 1.GCa :fq. :e .. -- - ~. - -

GROSS 

900 
6QO 

900 
700 

900 

700 

1,000 

c:.'" ~\.i '-' 

1,350 
1.000 

1,400 
1,100 

'1.800 

1.100 

1.600 
21 0eo 

1,6CO 

~- ;:...,. 
w'i'"<''' 

sq.ft:. 

sq.Er:. 
sq.: t <i 

sq, .. ::. 

~.... ~ ..... 
"'i'_\.~ 

5'1"::. 

("':..... ....-
..;,.,~ .. -...... 

5<:\.::. 
sq. ::.~ 

sq.::. 
sq .. :c 

sq.£:. 

s.q • f ~ . 

sq. f'" . 
so. .. 1; ~ ~ 

sq.': \\ 

• 
EXHIlHT -,\

CA.HDP .• IA/r.ODCE !IlL!.. E'CRrI.CN OF' COUU"iY' 5 u..J:O us;.: PLA!{ 
PJ\cr-: 3 

1"A.13tE' 2 
STAlIDL;,{!JS FeR LODCe: [i:::U .. LOTS 

A. S INCLE LO:- O. :-scaR. '{ 
25' LOTS (1750 SQ.fT.) 

--------------------------------------------G=R~u~~=S=s ..... -

TYPE OF LOT 

1- . S?::CL\!.. ?ROJ'ECT$ ,~,... . l __ .. ..:.,.."\. l 

a. 0-2.5: !:>lope 
b. 25t plus 

2. S?EC!.AI. PROJ'EC!'S AJ.~l:' A. Z 

a. 0-25:: 
b. 2.5: p1:.l.s 

3. :GR.:E:STED 

4. ST'EE.? LOTS ("U,-...U ... plus) 

5. !-t.!.R.D{E ra:f'.1\.cz 

S. r:'P!C\L LO!'S 

3. CCi;EL2 LJ7 r..\ ::.:.:;~ R"( 

30' LQ~S ' 1;:; "n \ ...... \.1"" 
.... """ -...... \ 
~4·: .;.. j 

L S?::C'::"'::: ""' .... 1""11---.... AR,S..I,. 1 :: .... v ..... .:.' ......... =' -
a. 0-2.5: .l:l:ope 
b. 15: pl'.!s 

2. SPEC!.:\!.. ?R0.!'!::-S ....... ~-::f.,. 2 

a. ... 0-25= 
h. :z.s:: p1':ls 

J. FOa~7E::l 

4, s,!,~p LC7S (30: ;:::'us) 

5. ~\.iU~E '!:'s?'..\c.s 

. !"rr'tC\L. !.OTS 
. 

6. 

MA.Y.:. 
Hr. FOOTPRINT 

(Sc:eep Canyon) 

25'1:- 500 sq.!::. .. 
25''/1: 400 sq.E::. 

(Vi!Oible Hillside) 

25'C' 500 sq.fc. 
25' .. 400 sq.fc:. 

25 .:t'* 500 sq.ft. 

28''/1:1:: ~co !:q .. e t. 

22' 800 sq.ft:. 

2a'~* 600 sq._ ~: . 

(Scc~p Can-yo:! ) 

2.5' 11: 750 so::; • f ~ . 
2.5 f ~ EOO sq.'::. 

(1!!.sL.ble H!.ll.si~e) 

251'· 800 sq .. :c '" 
2.5' * 550 s,.., ;: .. 

~ "'i: ... ..1. ..... '" 

28' '/I:*" 90C sq .. =:- .. 

Zg-1(-" 650 sq.:t. 

1 sC:o:-'"'!, 1.6GC ~q . =- -:. 
2r ... sto:-y, 1,J':0 sq.: t '" , 

~ s:o::""'/ , 1.GOQ !1q.~:. ... --- . - -

S l? .. UCTU;L\L 

900 
GOO 

900 
700 

900 

700 

1,OeO 

sec 

1.,350 
l~COO 

1,400 
1,100 

'i "'''''!''I _~Oi.J"" 

1.1~0 

1.60C 
2,OeO 

1.600 

sq.fc:. 

sq.fr::. 
sq.::: .. 

Sct· f :. 

~~ ; ... 
"''-\'''_1..'(> 

5~ .. f:. 

('>.... - .... ....."-\ .. _ ..... 

sq.:-:. 
sq.:- :. 

sq. ::. 
sq. : ;:: • 

. 
sq • .i: 1:. 

sq.:: " 

sq .. :~. . sq .. , ': .. 

sq. !~ 



.-
• 

C. 

, 
} 

1: 

~* 

) 

TYPE OF 

: 

EXHIBIT -A" 
CAMBRIA/LODCE HILL PORTIOtI OF COUNTY'S LNW USF: ?LAN 

PAGE 9-

CROSS 
MAX. S.TR U C"rU'RA L 

LOT ·HT. FOOTPRINT AREA 

TRIPLE LOT CI .. TECORY 
75' 

1-

a~ 

b. 

2. 

a. 
b. 

3.: 

4. 

5. 

6. 

28' 
25' 

LOTS (5250 SQ. FT. ) 

SPECIAL PRO.JEeTS AREA 1 (Steep Canyon) 

0-25% slope 25'* 1,000 sq.ft. 
25% plus 25'* 800 sq. ft. 

SPECIAl ... PROJECTS AREA 2 (Visible liillsld~) 

0-25% 25'* l,J.OO Gq. ft. 
25% plus 25' l\: 900 sq .ft. 

FORESTED 28'** 1,200 sq. ft. 

STEEP LOTS (30% plus) ZB'f!t:- 1,000 sq. ft. 

MARINE: TER.R .. ~CE 1 ~to!'y, 1.800 sq.ft. 
22' 2 story, 1,650 sq. ft. 

IYPIC.u. LOTS 1 story, l,aaO sq.ft. 
28'11:1: Z story, 1,300 $q.ft. 

if the site is not visible frow. Highl.'J.Y 1 
If visIble froc Highway One. 

T.bl .. 1 (Q<2cnot" •• 5tanda,"d" l-~ bela ... 1>.11 k cued ..,.(th T.:.bl .. Z Vf1",:" 
JnteC'p(""Ca{ing 19t .i.tes t!\.ac do "o{ conlon: <,,,.ac:t1r t~ ~ ... c" "enlLtr 0(" 

whe("e • rootp("in' and e("o •• St~~cu~.l A("c~ bonus (c r~~u ... ce~. 

J. lu{ld.tng: etc.e. 1>re.CeC' th .. " 5.~:50 .q.!t. • ... )" b~ ~noi<:t."d 
.Jdltlo .... 1 Footprint ."d Cros. SCf'l~t .. r.l A~c .. c~ ... l to ehe rct"c::enC 

t~C the .!c~ 1. ,re.te(" than 5.2~O ''1.[C. 

I.. a..fldlnp: .Lt".. ~.2:50 .~.!t. at' 1.,... the poenoLtted =&xL:,.
roo<p("int and CSA 1n.1l be &dJuIC"d ••. Collowa: 

a. $t .. ~l" 10' cat""o..,. - t! e"'~ !>u1!dlnc .HC' 1. ,r,,"'er clun 
l.na &q.(t •• eh .. foocpdnt .nd CSA .... ,. lM- In<:1'e .. ,,d br en.: 
~C'c,,~c t~t th .. tOt ar". tc ,r~~Ccr Ch.a .. 1.750 _q.{t. 

~_ Ocko"l. loc e.C"gory - t( tb" 10C6 ar" ,r"a,,,r tl\ ... J.SOO 
.".tc.. cl>.! l"ootrrin( • ...t CS.I.. "'r lM- In<l·c .. c~4 by th .. 
prrctftt t~t th", loc I. ,r~.c"C' en ... ),500 .1.ft. 

\/lIcr" t~ .~. reoCe," ot tb ... boo.lldt .. c dec ts. t .... c/un th ... boa .... 
an. (1.150 -1.ft, Cor .l .. ,t( loco .nd 1.JOa &q.lt. (or do"bJ", loe 

caes,o,y) ,h" ?C'no'tt~.l 7"<1(1'1'1 .. < _ .. ,: r:.::;;. cl>.11 be d"=:r" .. ,,d 

_c~r.U"c.l.r· 

4_.crac ... thoOt "".'1\." .. a4 la,..., co"'< ..... Io ... "-_ Iko ....... <1 .. 1 .. · 
M ..... " to .... <P "".ten.,. er ....... l ... I_lcr a't .. dt,,'Ql'<1o,. ... i ••• Al 

1,800 Gq.ft. 
1,400 sq.ft. 

1,900 sq.f.t:. 
1,500 sq. it. 

2,400 sq.ft .. 

l,GOO sq.ft. 

1,800 S - ;: ,-~. _ .... 
2,450 sq.f:. 

1,800 sq. ft. 
2,600 sq.ft~. 

• 

c. 

, 
} 

* 
:11:* 

) 

EXHIBIT -A" 
CAMBRIA/LODer:: HILL rORTIOtl OF COUNTY'S I..NW USP. ?LAN 

PACE. 9-

CROSS 
MAX. $. TR U C"I:UC<.A L 

TYPE OF tOT ·HT. FOOTPRINT AREA 

TRIPLE LOT CI .. n:CORY 
75' 

1-

a.: 
b. 

2. 

a. 
b. 

3 . . ' 
4. 

5. 

6. 

28' 
25' 

LOTS (5250 SQ. FT. ) 

SPECIAL PRO,JEeTS AREA 1 (Sc:eep Canyon) 

0-25% slope 25'1: 1,000 sq.ft. 
25:: plus 25'* 800 sq. ft. 

SPECIAl ... PROJECTS AREA 2 (Visible Hil1s1d~) 

0-25% 25'* 1,100 Gq. ft. 
25% plus 25' * 900 sq. ft. 

FORESTED 28'** 1,200 sq.ft. 

STEEl' LOTS C30~ plus; 28't:t: 1,000 sq.ft. 

MARINE TERRACE 1 ~tot'y, 1,800 sq.!t. 
22' 2 story, 1,650 sq. ft. 

TYPICAL LarS 1 story, 1,8QO sq.ft. 
28':«:* 2 st.ory, 1,300 sq.ft. 

if the site is not visible from High':<lY 1 
1f visIble froQ iiigh..,ay One. 

Tabl<:- 1 (o<IC"o~('.. $"C.nd.u·d£ L-J b.:la'" $0 .. 11 L.: ued W'(tll 1''''''lc- Z ..",,,:C' 

InteC'pC'ecotin& l,,~ .iL". tt....c do "ot canlar.: "'''Jlc:t1r tr> ~ .. c" d"nerq' oC' 
w~C'e a roo(pC'ln' and C~o ... St~~tu~.l AC'c~ ~nu. :. re~u~.te~. 

1. S ... Ud.t.nc Itt.:c "r<:.I;"C' th .. " 5,2':50 .,,.It. ."'1' boe ;><eno:itted 
.Jdtt1oftAtl Fool;l'~lnt .r-d c:'O&. Scru~t,,~.l A~e .. ,,~ ... l to ehe r"l'1:'c:enC 

thAc the .!C~ ,_ ,reater CIt.A S,2~O o".ft. 

l.. ....11<11"& .Ltee ~.250 .~.!t. CI~ lot... t!'.e poe .... 1l:t('d ::>.xL= ...... 
roo<pr1nt an4 CSA ah.ll be .. djvaCed .. &.Col!~~.: 

l 

•• Sflt,Ie lot "a,.,gory - tI th<t" bu1!4~nc dec 1 ... r" .. ter tn ..... 
I.no .. ".n ... cite foocprL ... t ... d CSA .... ., 1M- r"c1'",,,,,<:"4 IIr ell< 
~rc('a, thAt th~ tot .re. tc '~e~ccr th~n 1,750 .q,Ct. 

It. o...bt .. !o( Ca("tory - t( the loc. sr" ,reote" th." J.SOO .".te ... th<e rootrdn( • ....:1 CS.I.. "r k In<\',, .. c.:d bT t.hC' 

~rCtftl t~t the IQ( I. ,r",.ccr cit ... J.~uO ""I. ft. 

\Iller ... (!>.r ""I' !" .. t~,e at ell. ... bootlld:,,; dte 1 .. leu. clt .. ft th<r b,a"<I" 

U"U (l.HO .1.ft. ror al .. ,tc 10c. eM l.jOO &'1.lt. (O~ .10",1).1«' 1",e: 
<a'.;o,,.) chii' i"l'n.itt"'.l 704(1''''.( 4O"': C::A cl1.11 be "cl:r .... cd 
..:.co .. ", .. ,.l.y. 

"_'ra«1I' that " ... t~ .... -J. 1_,..t. com: ..... lo". Itoo_ .... ~" •• <1 ... tft 
~~r to ..... ~ •• l(h~ tr...... _ •• '_1£, &~~.. dt.fG?C1oft. yl afl4 I 

1,800 aq.f!:. 
l,400 sq.ft. 

1,900 sq.f.t. 
1.500 sq.ft:. 

2,400 sq.ft .. 

1,GOO sq.ft. 

1,800 s- ,:: t-'< • - ... 
2,450 so... ft:. 

1,8QO s~.ft:. 
2,600 sq. 

.. ' 

• 

C. 

, 
} 

1: 

~1: 

) 

EXHII3IT -A
CAl1HRIA/LODCE HILL rORTION OF COUNTY'S !.,NW USF. PLAN 

PAGE 4 

CROSS 
MAX. STR U CTUR.l\ L 

TYPE OF tOT HT. FOOTPRINT AREA 

TRIPLE LOT CATECORY 
75' 

1-

a~ 

b. 

2. 

a. 
b. 

3.: 

4. 

5. 

6. 

28' 
25' 

LOTS (5250 SQ. FT. ) 

SPECIAL PROJECTS AREA 1 (Steep Canyon) 

0-25I slope 25 tjt 1,000 sq. ft. 
25: plus 25'· 800 sq. ft. 

SPECIAl ... PROJECTS AR.EA 2 (Visible Hill side:) 

0-25% 25'* 1,100 sq. ft. 
25% plus 25'* 900 sq. ft. 

FORESTED 28't:* 1,200 sq. ft. 

STEEP LOTS (30;;: plus) 28 t t':1';; 1,000 sq.ft. 

MARINE: TERIt.A...CE 1 !ltory, 1,800 sq.ft. 
22' 2 story, 1,650 sq "ft:. 

TYPICAL LOTS 1 story, 1,800 ~q.ft. 
28'"11:1: 2 story, 1,300 $q.ft. 

if the site is not visible from High..-J.Y 1 
if vis].ble from Hi gh;;ra y One. 

T.bl.,. '2 f_c!"lec~c. $t .. "fA~d .. 1-:1 bel" ... ,b.II b.e ,ued ",,(ttl 1' .. b1.,. 1 vn .. :c 
J .. te"pC""C~'l.l\& l"c • .1..£1'" e!'l..c de "0' canCor.: .. " .. ct1r trs ~ ... <" ."r\&t~;r or 
w~~e • rOQtpt'lnt and CCQ •• SC~~tu~al Arc~ bonu. l. ~e~u~.t"~. 

J. luUd.tnc Itl:". s:rl!::aC,," th .. " S.2~O aq.le. ."'1' II", ?'!Ot.l.ct."d 
.4dtcloft.al Fooc;u:.tn( a,,4 C,Olla Sct'U~tlll·al A~" .. "q ... l co til.", :,,(,1:""<:,,'" 

thac the a!tr 'e ,reateC" ch.n 5.2~O aq.tt_ 

l.. a..fldlnll: AlLte... 5.250 .'t.IL 'U' 1..... tho: pcno!tced "'.x!: ..... 
roo<pr1nt .nd C$A .n.11 be adJuac .. d .c.rQtl~-.: 

l 

.e. Stftt1 .. lo( ca("gory , tI ch<r> ~l!dl"l: dtc .t .. ;r" .. tel" tlu .... 
l.nO "q.CI:. •• th .. r_c~d"t .nd CS ...... ., ~ Ine1'c •• ,,4 bT c~ 
prrccnC that the toe .or". t .. ~r~~ter than t.750 .1-ft. 

tt. Oo.abtlt Icc Ca('"I::ory - tf the 10(. are ,rca(,," th .... l.SOO 
c".h •• til.: foot .... !nt aOld Cl.l.. "'r k 1,,<,-... c,,;5 1>1 Ch4" 

~rCrft' that the I~t r. ,r ... ter ch • ., ).jOO &~_ft. 

\IltcrC' til.: .1. (.,oc., .. ot 110 ... boorlldt .. C dtc t .. I .... ch ... til.: tr.;a ...... 

.tna (l.no ""I.'~. rot' atn!O~4: loco • ...s ).')00 &'i.IL for: <lo .. bh loe 
cae .... uy) ll"., pot"",itt .. .l ' .... ''' .. 1.< .oft': CSA .hall, ..... ~c:::r ..... d. 

ACe <1>.-." ftC l:r • • 

"'_.tra, .. t~.~ " ... t,. .. .. ..J. 1_,....( < .. _ ..... 10 ... ""_ ~ .. " •• <1..,. 1 .. 
..... 4i'f t ........ " ... ltAy Cr ...... _I ... I_I"r at;., dt"t"f'(t,u, ... l. ..... 1 

1,800 sq.ft. 
1,400 sq. ft. 

1,900 sq. ft. 
1,500 sq.ft. 

2,400 t"!~ f ... 
,,',IU ...... 1..,.., 

1,(;00 sq.ft. 

1,800 s- t:.,_ 
~ -_ ....... 

2.450 SQ.. ft:. 

1,800 sq,.ft. 
2,600 sq.ft.. 



.. 
EXliIIHT "'1\" 

CAHRRrA/LOc,-cc: !lILL ?QRTIOU OF COUNTY' S t..\HiJ USE PLA~l 
PACE 10 

The £ollowlne defini::ion..s 3hall be t.t!:cd in che incc'prct.ltion of 
Table 2: 

a. FoctDr-in!: - t:eans chI! J.:'C.:l of ::he lot: c.overcd uy t"csid\!nt:!.al nd 
----'-
acces!:orr st=ructurC!,S, cl:prc~st..!d 1..:1 Sq~41:C fccc, ,1nd rnclt.tdcr; 1.1. in~ 

area, l?;<lr::GC!s a.nd C.l:,poc"ct::. !e docs no;: l.ncl.u.dc::Jpc:t deck. il .. =~a, 

balconies or e.:lves. 

b. CI:'OSS St-r:uc:t:ural A:-ea. cC!.ln.:o all intc:::,io' aI:'c;J.s, c;q'l:c:.::ed i::l 

c. 

d. 

square fcce a! floor- ~r~at ~:i:hin the f.,'niL!::e 0: t:h~ stt"uct:ttl:"'C. It 
itu:ludc!i: LivinC J.rcZ!.s; stoI:'agc, l;aI:';:l1::c.!:: and C,l:-PC!:":'t::. 5S 

St::r:uctural Area is ll.(!<lHu::-ed to the c::::c....:cior li!:Jic of r:!H! builcE!18 
valls. Cross St:ruc:t:urJ.l Arc:? dccs :w t inclu.d.e Orh~:~ ext~ r:io C' doccks 
or interioI:' loft.:s a.dded w::":!lin t:hc height li;::!..t:a:.i"on c:o,.::' 
additional sqU.lre :Qo~aec. 

Slope - to b~ d~:CI:'min~d by 
l!:lI:t:hods in Ch.lp~er 22.11 
Ocli.:lanc.e. 

\!SinS on~ of c:ht:! 
(Slooe, Av~o7,e) 

Soecial 1:":'0 jcc:::s t·.::-~:::.s - rcfc::s co sC:"lsi<..:ive a::-~as d.eli.:-:~a::ed 
Figu:-e 1. 

e. F'or~s:ed i..ct - a ~or; conc.:ti.!llng cae ot' =~:e ::~:l~lC :forl.::-:c:r ?i.~c 
t:J:'ees. 

t. 
Sher-"(cocl Dt"i·.;e. 

r'nic<tl Loc - a lac: ::":'ac:: has a.a. a',-er:IZc slore less 
co~tz~~s ~o ~an:et:"cy ?i~e ~r~es, ~d is ::lO~ loc~cci i~ 

rerrace or Special 2=ojects Area. 

EXHIBIT .. 1\ .... 
CAHBRIA/LODCE IUI..L POR.TION" OF comITY's t.\HD us~ Pr. .. A~1 

PACE 10 

The fallowlne definitions shall be. t.1!.>cd in the. ince:-ilt"cc.:;.::i.on of 
Table 2.: 

a. Fooc;rr.ir'tt - t:c.ans t:::c J.rc.:::. 0: t:he lor: c.o'lcC'cd 1.;] -=,cs.l.ct..!n::l.<l1 :.:.nd ----

o. 

c. 

acccs::ot"j· st:ructu.rc.S't c:tprc!:!it..!d t:1 sq:J4\:c fcc:, ,1ud inclt.tdcr: 11~/i.~G 

arc:a. l:ar::.acs and c~r?or~..:" 1:e: doc::; not: .!..nclr...:.dc. opc:'!. deck a:',:!a, 
balc.onies or ea' .. ~s .. 

G:::oss St1:'t.:c.cural Ar<!a ce.ln$ all intc:-ior: a:::c.:::.s, ex r-:.-C,":ed 
square feet: ot Elo(n;" <lrc:a. ~:i.t:hin the ·tnlu.=e of t:hf! sC:."ucr.:a:'C. 
include~ livinc .:::.rc.::.s, storage, gar~~~s and c~rpcrts" 

Scruc.tu::a.l Arca is Cleasu-=~d co the c:.:::<.!r.ior li.o.!.t: of C:1C bu.!. 
valls. Cross St:ruc.::.u.r.:::.l t\.rctr. d.ocs aut inclr...:.tic or .. lt~ e)."te:d.oc 
or int:cz=--lo::: lofts added. wi :h1a t;"c hci.ghc 11=:':.:::.:.10:1. to 
addicional squ~re ;oot<lGc, 

Slope - :0 b~ dc.:~:::~incd b, 
lIlc.thods in Ch~ptl!:- 22.11 
Ordi.:lance. 

us ins on~ 0 f t::-:e 
(Slooe, AY'~J:Ji1;e) 

,..", 
.1._ 

s 
'" .. 

d. Soc.c1al l.'-:ojcc.::s t",,=-~<:.s - !:(!fc:s co scn$it.:i'le, a.:-ca~ d.e1:Ln~a::ed on 
Figure 3... 

e. 

f. 

h. 

:orC!st:ed i..ot' - a. 101: c.onr:.:r.i.::!i::l.g cne. or -------t:::reeS. 

Ha.t"ine tecrace 
Sher-..tcod Dri .. e, 

30: or 0'-;:) ":l ;-n,... 
0- -- -_ .... 

!'n!.c.~l L:!I:: - a: lac: t:..,~a~ has a.n a.'t-e~:!z(! slore less 
co~ta~ns ~o ~on~~~ey ?i~e cr~~s} ~ci !s ~O~ ~ccacc1 i~ 

rer=~e.e ot" S~ecial ?~ojec.~s Area. 

EXUIB IT' "'\" 
CAH1W .. !A/r..oC.-cc: !!II.L E'QR'!ION' Oi=' c:Ju~rrY' S :.:\1(iJ USF: rLMl 

PAGE 10 

The fo1.1ow.tne dcfini~i~n..s 3nall oc lJ::cd 1.n chc iru:c:-pr:ct:.l::ion of 
Table 2: 

a. Faoern:-int - t::e.Jns the J.re.:. of ::he lot c:o'l~::,e.j 1;)' ":"esid~n::i.il1 '::1d ---"---
acc:es!:ot"r st:ru.ct.t!=C!~t c:tprc=~'-.!d t:l Sq~4iCC fcct, ~1!lci i.nt:1T...Idc~ l.!.~/~:;G 

area, r::ar;:3cs and e~r?or-=~. I:: doc~ not l.ncl.'..:.dc::J9C:1 cicek. <J.:::,~3., 

balconies or e~' .. cs. 

b.. Cr:oss St:ructur<tl Ar~a CC.ln~ all inte:-ior ar:c;J.s, C;([,t"C!;.:ed i::l 
squat'@! feet a: floor' area., t;.:.!.t:hin the ,,'nlu.::e of ~hf! s~~ .. u~taLC. I: 
include:: Uvinc; J.rc~s, str:lr:a!;e, ~ar::tt:::~ and C,l:-POr:t.S. Cross 
St:ructural Area is cncasurc.d 1:0 ::~c c~::.!r.ior U.!:lit: of C!~C b~!.ldLng 

woalls. Cross Scruccut'J.l I\rr:!~ rioes aut.: .!.ncl~d.c or .. ~t: extc=i.or: 'JCC_':S 

c. 

or inte~ior lofts <J.ddcd w::~ia 

additio~al squ~=e :ao::~Gc. 

Slooe - ~o b~ d~:~r:~inc~ C, 
~cthods in Ch~?~e~ 22.11 
Orti.i.:lance .. 

t!S inb an(: a f che 
(Slooe, Av~o?;e) 

d. Soccial P-:ojcc::s t·.:-~;:s - r~£c::s Co scnsi~i\fe a::-c3S c.eli.~~a::~ci on 
figure 3. .. 

e. 

£. 

h. 

J- .... t-..... " 

Xa ri ne 7e crace 
Sher-.... cod D1:"i ',e, 

S::cep !.o t - a 10 t wi t:;" of 

........ _ 1 .• ,... . ........... _li_ 

C'-~"3;-:"l~ 
o· ----- .. 

!'!~ic.?;l Lee - a lac: ::"'~a:: has aa. a,,-e:-:t2.e slor~ l:::ss 
cotlt:z!.ns a.o ~on=~~~y ?i::.e ~=C:~s) a.=.a !.s =.c:: 2.cca cc..j. i::.. 

:h . .:n 

!er=~ce O~ Sgeci~ ?=oiects Area. 

u __ -4 ,_.::&. 
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EXHIBIT "A
CAMBRIA/r..oocr: IfILL PORTION Or comiTY'S I...Nm lISE I'J ... \1~ 

PACE 11 

15. ShCNood Drive - Setback. and hc::'~ht rCC'luirc:mcnts. FcoDt l'iet:backs 
shall be a m.inimur:: of 5 feec. Rear scthuc.k (bluff) is to be 
dcterm.ined by a geologie repot"t, and shall be at lenst: 25 feet, and 
grcat:cr as needed t:o acco!l'~'7lodate a 75 yeJ.r ecoslon r'itc. Othe>: 
setbacks shall be in accorr1.lnce '.tith the I .... lnd Use Odinanc:~. The 
max:icum hcieht for strucr:ur:e.s he!:\.Iccn the ocean and Sbcr',./ood Dr-ive 
shall he. 15 feet: uS :r:Jeasut'cd fr:om the cent::erlinc of She!.vood Drive. 

16. Special Project Ar-eas. Ther:e :HC two arcus of Lodge Hill \.Inere 
special rcsource. pr:otection pr:obleos exist. Special Projects Area 1 
is sensitivc because of the rare pine forest, steep slopes, and 
potential to loose the for:est hClbitat .15 small lots ar.e developed. 
Special Projects At:ea 2 is hi¢;hly visible from I!igh'..;ay One because of 
its l~ck of veaetation and prominent location. Both areas have steep 
slopes and high erosion potential. 

Minot" Use Pc:-::ni!: approval is required prior to development 1:;1 these 
areas and is subject to the following standards: 

a. 

b. 

All development -,;i thin the v1e .... shcd of Hi~h· .... ay 07ie. shall be 
constructed and tnaintained in ::latural appear:ing i:la':e::ials and 
ea!:'then..or forest toned color:s (i.e. natural -..leathered \lood). 
Reflective ~atet'lals shall be oinimired. 

~~l development within the viewshed oE 
landscaped with native pl.".nt OlClterials to 

the. development from High, .... ay One. 

High"l.,ay O~1e sr~,~ 1.1 ~e 

complement a.nl~ ;:;creen 

c. ~ere feasible, utiliti es should be loca ~ed to minic!;::;:: yisual 
Impacr. 

d. A lllinicum of t .... o Honter-e)' or Cambria pir1.(~s shall be ola.n.te.d in 
the yard ar-eas on lots in Soecial 21.'0 ie.cts Area 2 and c.1:':-:cained 
in rt satisfactory c.ondicion. 

17. tfd.:!;jci I fLUJJ 1-11 A'iYVclk.! I t..f.:M.tl.l t'f..CJ /r/;/:I!!d,J.i I M·,l f;fJ:J If d i / /st/r:.6.btL·t;:.}d I Lit 
j-l~ i...bJ:1./j:d .... 1J/ Arikk-1.y1..Q' /ffidrf jU.f,i!wl.i I bAld hlf.N.t! Nd. / tf)/ I /..>/u(:;,I,:t:II1tirf / i.fetiM. 

f. f. n u.. / ltd dd d j II t il!.!d.l:.J.J!:j N d.1. g11 i j /fJ:/rI / f.t. hi tt. n t U/ t/dd d 'ifNI I J:ktJ.:JdJ.j / i ~{ ~ 
i!irti1J'6ft!i6tliKd11/~ellg/f~~tJI.D~ye/inelit~tl.ie/f!rtlsne~/itidi: 

18. ;JbJ:A{*! Itt.tt.UU /-1/ Jrbt{.,.W /tJ.-!.:f.t. t tW Ir!"{if.~'!d/ /rIdJ/'illtl I lih/d! !.f.tdttrt U i 
tJ,J. tttt:t.rl I P.b...l:lllh.tb1. .. /:/v ,!.t-N I '5. !1'-r··UdJ. f DtJ./;!:J t-ih':v1i1J Nd / t.tI / iJd fdddid1dd ! ft of.. 
ifltiiif![n!i~~~/itiiil 

19. Caobria Pines 
square feet. 
arcs. 

!stlt te Un! e No. L Hin.1mum pared 
No nddition.::ll subdivislons shall 

s1::.c shall be 15 ~oao 
be a pproved in ch Is ~ 

:;\ 

.... 
1 

....... . 

• 

EXHlIHT "A
CN1.BRIA/r..oOGF. I!ILL PORTION OF COUNTY' S LNtO lJSE pr-lV: 

PACE 11 

15~ Shc:::>."oad D'C'ive - Setback and hei~ht reCluirc:mcnt:>. Front ;,ctbilcks 
shall be a minimur.: of 5 feet. Rear sethcJck (bluff) is to be 
determined by a geologic rc?ot"t, and shall be at leilst 2S fcct, and 
greater as needed to accocr~'nodatc a 75 year erosion r'lte. Othec 
setbacks shall be in accordance with the [ ... lnd Usc Orriinancc. The 
ma:dcum heieh t for structure.s between the oce.an and Shcr.Jood Dt'i ve 
shall he 15 feet as Cleasur£!d from the centerline of Shp.!. ...... ood urb·c. 

16. Special Project Ar~as. There ."lrc t .... o arecJs of Lodge Hill where 
special resource protection probleos exist. Special Project~ Area 1 
is sensitive because of the rare pine forest, steep slopes, and 
potential to loose the forest hcJbltat .15 small lots ar.e developed. 
Special Projects Area 2 is hiShly visible fr;om I!igh' ... ay One Dec,:u.!se of 
its l.J.c:, of veeetation and prominent locacion. 30th areas have steep 
slopes and high erosion potential. 

!1inot' Usc Per:ni!: approval is r:equired prior:- to developlllc!1t. 1:1 these 
areas and is subject to the follo~ing standards: 

a. 

b. 

All development ',:i chin the v1e>rshcd of High'~'ay O71e shall be 
c.onstruc.t'!d and main t::!.i:lcd in :l.J. tural apl'earing :::a t:e=ia is and 
~a!'then·or forest toned colors (i.e. natural. ·..:e3.thcrcd \load). 
Reflective materials shall be oi:1imizcd. 

.4-11 dcvelopmen t wi. thin the 'liewshed 0 E 
landscaped with native plant il1uter:-iuls to 
the developroen t from Fa~h' .... ay One. 

High'"'ay Or.e Sf:: U. be 
complerner".t a.n~~ ;:.creen 

Co. ~ere feasible, utilit! es should bc loc;>. ted to r:lini::li=~ visual 
icpact. 

d. A l!linil!lul"J of two Hontc:-cy or Cambria pin.es sn<'lll be nla:cted in 
the yard cJ::-cas on lots in Soecial P"roiects A::ca 2 and c.1i:-:cained. 
in rt satisfactory condition. 

17. tJddrfd I tLUJJ Ifl Al€fL{~("t1/L{f.f.t.if t'f.CJ Id<f:NrfJ.{ I /11.) (zJJ:J lidi I/st./CDctU, .. ·(}:J I U. 
n~ t.1J:..1d:,,6I-,~1 f.71k'thlk'If1~dr! li{ff.\{il.i I eNd /~h<"V'.J Nri. / 2.511 ~ .. b6\U firM/ ifetl.t). 

i.i'f.U/ lrf./dddJ II f!lJ.W.J:....:.J Ndf'l)l1.I ,fJ::/r/ I l.ihiit. r1t1:.f./ Ndddirkf I J::k.W/lU / t~{'6 
i!£diI/t6tt!d6tliKd!llg~/lSlf~~t/i~~f~/!H~/Lj~tit~/!!~!~K~d/itidil 

18. >'WAUl ItUt,I..C.U 1-1 I lr.hL{f.1J 1t.1.M.U" tW Id.U!.':''':'dl lrId!JflfrJ l/i .. 6/=/! ~itt1UrtUi 
'De t.,;~lrt I f'JJ..i:AiJ1J.tblt/:N ,!.tN 1<l!lir·.iJdJ./ :'H/JY ,$hi.vl/Ji /rid / UJ / iH /riddd.Jidd If t 6;6. 
if~iii~/{!~f.iWiJ/iii~if 

19. Cacobria P1n~s 
square feet:. 
arcs. 

Estltt'e Unit No.1.. H:tn.1muCl parcel sl:!c sha.ll be 1.5,000 
No addHlon.'ll subdi vis 10as sha.ll be approved in c:his \\ 

~ 

.... 
1 

....... . 

• 

EXHlIHT "A
CN1.BRIA/r..oOGF. I!ILL PORTION OF COUNTY' S LNtO lJSE pr-lV: 

PACE 11 

15~ Shc:::>."oad D'C'ive - Setback and hei~ht reCluirc:mcnt:>. Front ;,ctbilcks 
shall be a minimur.: of 5 feet. Rear sethcJck (bluff) is to be 
determined by a geologic rcpot"t, and shall be at leilst 2S fcct, and 
greater as needed to accocr~'nodatc a 75 year erosion r'lte. Othec 
setbacks shall be in accordance with the [ ... lnd Usc Orriinancc. The 
ma:dcum heieh t for structure.s between the oce.an and Shcr.Jood Dt'i ve 
shall he 15 feet as Cleasur£!d from the centerline of Shp.!. ...... ood urb·c. 

16. Special Project Ar~as. There ."lrc t .... o arecJs of Lodge Hill where 
special resource protection probleos exist. Special Project~ Area 1 
is sensitive because of the rare pine forest, steep slopes, and 
potential to loose the forest hcJbltat .15 small lots ar.e developed. 
Special Projects Area 2 is hiShly visible fr;om I!igh' ... ay One Dec,:u.!se of 
its l.J.c:, of veeetation and prominent locacion. 30th areas have steep 
slopes and high erosion potential. 

!1inot' Usc PCr:li!: approval is r:equired prior:- to developlllc!1t. 1:1 these 
areas and is subject to the follo~ing standards: 

a. 

b_ 

All development ',:i chin the v1e>rshcd of High-~'ay O71e shall be 
c.onstruc.t'!d and maint::!.i:lcd in :l.J.tural apl'earing ::at:e=ials and 
~a!'then·or forest toned colors (i.c. nacuraJ. -..:e3.thcrcd \load). 
Reflective materials shall be oi:1imizcd. 

.4-11 dcvelopmen:: wi. thin the 'liewshed 0 E 
landscaped with native plant il1u::er:-iuls to 
the developroen t from Hi~h' .... ay One. 

High-"'ay Or.e Sf:: U. be 
coo.plerner".t a.n~~ ;:.creen 

Co. ~ere feasible, utili::! es should bc loc;>. ted to r:lini::li=~ visual 
icpact. 

d. A l!linil!lul"J of two Hontc:-cy or C.ambria pin.es sn<'lll be nla:cted in 
the yard cJ::-eas or.. lots in Soedal Pl-O iects Ar-ca 2 a.n.d c.1i:-:cained. 
in rt satisfactory condition. 

17. tJddrfd I tLUJJ Ifl Al€fL{~("t1/L{f.f.t.if t'f.CJ Id<f:NrfJ.{ I /11.) (zJJ:J lidi I/st./CDctU, .. ·(}:J I U. 
n~ t.1J:..1d:,,6I-,~1 f.71k'thlk'If1~dr! li{ff.\{il.i I eNd /~h<"V'.J Nri. / 2.511 ~ .. b6\U firM I ifetl.t). 

i.i'f..U/ lrf./drJdJ II t!lJ.W..h...t../ Nd.!.)!)!1.1 /u:/r/ I f.f.hif..i.r1tHI Ndddr/rki I J::hU,;J./'Jd I t~{t 
i!£diI/t6tt!d6tliKd!llg~/lSlf~~t/i~~f~/!H~/Lj~tit~/!!~!~K~d/itidil 

18. >'WAUl ItUt,I..C.U 1-1 I lr.hL{f.1J It.1.M.U· tW Id.U!.':''':'dl lrId!JflfrJ l/i .. 6/=/! ~itt1UrtUi 
'6<J. t.,;~lrt I f'.iJ..i:AiJ1J.tblt/:N ,!.tN 1<l!lir·.iJdJ./ :'H/JY ,;:"hi.vl/Ji /rid / UJ / iH /riddd.Jidd If t 6;6. 
if~iii~/{!~f.iWiJliii~if 

19. Cacobria P1n~s 
square feet:. 
arcs. 

Estltt'e Unit No.1.. H:tn.1muCl parcel sl:!c sha.ll be 1.5,000 
No addHlon.'ll subdi vis 10as shall be approved in c:his \\ 

~ 



EXltIS!T -1\
CAHllRL\/r.o"DC2 fUr..:. PORTION OF (emITY' S LA:lQ USf:' rr.M-i 

PAC1-: 12 

20. roo of ::hc ~';a-rld. The p-r::!sencly unsu!:ldLvidd p.1cCel. C\P~[; 24-301-LJ) i:!,JY 
be sub.d!. vidcd in::o no ::IO-:C than c· ... o p.:l i.ccls. 
sh.:lll not: be :ur::~e~ subdivirled. 

jrn/97/41S1k 

EXHI5IT -A
CA.HnRL\./r.o·OC2 HE.!.. [,ORT!ON QE-' \'C!1~rr'(' S r .... "j;O USC=: rr ... \N 

FACio: 12 

20. Too of ::!le l{ot"ld. 
be subdivided into 

The pt"csertcly !.H1Su~d hied p.l ;:-ce.:.. 
:10 !:lore than (:· ... 0 p~i.ccls. The 

24-J01-1J) ,:!J:Y 

sh~ll nee be Eu=~~~~ subdivirlcc. 

jCl/97/4l31k 

EXHI5IT -A
CA.HnRL\./r.o·DC2 HE.!.. [,ORT!ON QE-' \'C!1~rr'(' S r .... "j;O USC=: rr ... \N 

FACio: 12 

20. Too of ::!le l{ot"ld. 
be subdivided into 

The pt"csertcly !.H1Su~d hied p.l ;:-ce.:.. 
:10 !:lore than (:· ... 0 p~i.ccls. The 

24-J01-1J) ,:!J:Y 

sh~ll nee be Eu=~~~~ subdiviricc. 

jCl/97/4l31k 
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San Luis Obispo County 

Planning Department 

February 7, 1986 

Peter Grenell, Executive Director 
California Coastal Conservancy 
1330 Broadway, Suite 1100 
Oakland, California 94611 

Dear Mr. Grenell: 

County Government Center 
San Luis Obispo 
California 93408 
(805) 549-5600 

Paul C. Crawford. A1CP 
Planning Director 

SUBJECT: FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR CAMBRIA-LODGE HILL TDC PROGRAM 

The transfer of development credits program for the Cambria-Lodge Hill 
Program is at a critical stage. The Local Coastal Plan has been amended to 
enable such a program, the Restoration Plan has been completed and 
conceptually approved by the county t and a number of public meetings have_ 
been held. The final stage involves implementing the program with final 
economic, legal analysis, and ordinance preparation. The program has 
excellent public acceptance to date, mostly due to the expertise of the 
Coastal Conservancy and your consultants in seeking good citizen 
participa tion. 

Since the TDC program is mandatory upon the county, and the Coastal 
Commission played a large role in requiring it, we felt it was appropriate 
to request funding from the commission for implement:.ation work. We first 
estimated the county and consultant costs to be approximately $42,000, but 
reduced it to approximately $33,000 to gain Coastal Commission staff 
support. This was the minimum amount necessary to take the program to the 
start-up phase. 

The Coastal Commission heard the grant request on December 17, 1985, and to 
our surprise, voted against the recommendation of their staff and reduced 
our $33,000 request by approximately $15,000. While the county is in the 
process of securing the $18,000 grant, the program will be substantially 
delayed if other funding is not secured. 

We have reviewed the county's alternatives and have come to the conclusion 
that unless we secure the additional $15,000 funding, there will be a 
substantial delay in the program. Secondary effects will also be 
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Dear Mr. Grenell: 

County Government Center 
San Luis Obispo 
California 93408 
(805) 549-5600 

Paul C. Crawford, A1CP 
Planning Director 

SUBJECT: FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR CAMBRIA-LODGE HILL TDC PROGRAM 

The transfer of development credits program for the Cambria-Lodge Hill 
Program is at a critical stage. The Local Coastal Plan has been amended to 
enable such a program, the Restoration Plan has been completed and 
conceptually approved by the county, and a number of public meetings have. 
been held. The final stage involves implementing the program wi th final 
economic, legal analysis, and ordinance preparation. The program has 
excellent public acceptance to date, mostly due to the expertise of the 
Coastal Conservancy and your consultants in seeking good citizen 
participation. 

Since the TDC program is mandatory upon the county, and the Coastal 
Commission played a large role in requiring it, we felt it was appropriate 
to request funding from the commission for implement,ation work. We first 
estimated the county and consultant costs to be approximately $42,000. but 
reduced it to approximately $33,000 to gain Coastal Commission staff 
support. This was the minimum amount necessary to take the program to the 
start-up phase. 

The Coastal Commission heard the grant request on December 17, 1985, and to 
our surprise, voted against the recommendation of their staff and reduced 
our $33,000 request by approximately $15,000. While the county is in the 
process of securing the $18,000 grant, the program will be substantially 
delayed if other funding is not secured. 

We have reviewed the county's alternatives and have come to the conclusion 
that unless we secure the additional $15,000 funding, there will be a 
substantial delay in the program. Secondary effects will also be 
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significant since momentum is extremely important for the program 
development, and a delay on behalf of the county will also effect upcoming 
actions planned by your agency (land acquisition) and the SLO County Land 
Conservancy. 

We are seeking $15,000 in funding for the tasks that the Coastal Commission 
cut. I have asked MJG Inc. to detail specific tasks, purpose and costs, of 
these portions of our work program that need funding. their letter is 
attached. 

The county would appreciate any comments that the conservancy has on our 
situation and would ask that you consider our request for funding. 

We would like to take this opportunity to thank the conservancy for the 
excellent work done to date on the Cambrian/Lodge Hill TDC Program, Should 
you have any Questions about this request, don't hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Associate Planner 
Local Coastal Plan Coordinator 

c: John Ashbaugh, SLO Land 
Conservancy 

Madeline Glickfield 

JH/drt/2203L 
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